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ABSTRACT 
Generalization and Maintenance of Treatment Gains of Behaviorally/ 
Emotionally Handicapped Students From Resource Rooms To 
Regular Classrooms Using Self-Evaluation Procedures 
by 
Ginger Rhode, Doctor of Philosphy 
Utah State University, 1981 
Major Professor: Dr. Daniel P. Morgan 
Department: Special Education 
Students who are removed from their regular classrooms for treat-
ment in special education classrooms commonly exhibit positive behavior 
gains in those settings. Typically, however, the gains do not general-
ize and maintain when the students are returned to their regular class-
rooms. The present study initially provided six Behaviorally/Emotion-
ally Handicapped elementary school students with a short-term resource 
room treatment to bring their behavior under the control of a combina-
tion of procedures emphasizing self-evaluation. Once acceptable levels 
of appropriate behavior were maintained with only minimal external rein-
forcement and students accurately self-evaluated their own work and 
behavior, generalization and maintenance of behavior gains were sought 
in subjects' regular classrooms. 
A multiple baseline across pairs of subjects design was used to 
examine individual subjects' behavior throughout the study. Analysis of 
the results of the study indicated that once self-evaluation procedures 
were extended into subjects' regular classrooms, subjects transferred 
xiv 
and maintained high levels of appropriate classroom behavior in those 
settings. For four of the six subjects, all extratraining components 
were faded from use. Only two subjects required a modified form of the 





Students are initially referred to and placed in special educa-
tion programs because they have unique academic, social, emotional or 
physical needs which require specially designed instructional programs. 
The primary objective of providing special education services is to 
lessen the impact or accomodate the effects of students' handicaps on 
their educational growth (Turnbull & Turnbull, 1978). The ultimate 
goal of special education is to promote sufficient positive changes in 
the educational performance of the handicapped that they no longer 
require or are eligible for special education services (Cartwright, 
Cartwright, & Ward, 1981). 
The success of special education programs, whether they are full-
time or part-time programs, is often measured by the extent to which 
handicapped students' educational improvements transfer or generalize 
from their special education classrooms to their mainstream settings 
which, in most cases, are regular classrooms (Reynolds, 1979). Facili-
tating positive generalization and maintenance of gains from special 
education settings to regular classrooms, then, is a key ingredient in 
the overall success of handicapped students' education programs (Asher 
& Taylor, 1981; Gottlieb & Leyser, 1981). However, there is little 
evidence to date that gains made in special education programs are con-
sistently transferred to regular classroom settings. In fact, the 
research literature suggests that the reverse is true~ Typically, when 
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students are removed from their regular classrooms for treatment in 
resource rooms or other special education settings, they exhibit aca-
demic and behavioral improvements in the special education settings but 
do not maintain the improvements after returning to their regular class-
rooms (Walker & Buckley, 1972; Wildman & Wildman, 1975). 
In recent years, research in psychology and special education has 
begun to focus on the use of self-control training as a means of fa-
cilitating generalization and maintenance of treatment gains (Drabman, 
Spitalnik, & O'Leary, 1973; Robertson, Simon, Pachman, & Drabman, 
1979; Stokes & Baer, 1977; Turkewitz, O'Leary, & Ironsmith, 1975). 
Self-control training is an appealing means of promoting behavioral 
improvements in nontreatment or regular classroom settings, since stu-
dents depend less on their teachers for guidance, reinforcement and 
control than was required prior to training (Workman & Hector, 1978). 
Other benefits of self-control training are an assumed increase in 
students' perceptions of their own competence and the notion of their 
active participation in and responsibility for obtaining treatment 
gains (Henker, Whalen & Hinshaw, 1980). It has also been suggested 
that treatment gains which are regulated by self-control procedures 
appear more resistant to extinction than those established by exter-
nally regulated procedures alone (Johnson, 1970; Kanfer & Duerfeldt, 
1967; McLaughlin, 1976; Rosenbaum & Drabman, 1979). 
The present study, a modification and extension of three pre-
vious studies (Drabman et al., 1973; Robertson et al., 1979; Turke-
witz et al., 1975), examined the use of self-control procedures for 
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Beh.avi_orally/Emotionally Handicapped elementary school students. The 
focus of the study was on a particular type of self-control training, 
self-evaluation, and its utility for transferring and maintaining treat-
ment gains from a special education resource room to the subjects' regu-
lar classrooms. 
Problem Statement 
Behaviorally-oriented treatment programs have repeatedly been de-
monstrated effective for changing the behavior of handicapped students 
in special education settings (Bandura, 1969; Kazdin & Bootzin, 1972; 
O'Leary & Drabman, 1971). Typically, however, when handicapped students 
return to regular classrooms from special education settings because 
their classroom behavior and/or academic performance have improved, the 
treatment gains decay (Keeley, Shemberg, & Carbonell, 1976; Turkewitz 
et al., 1975; Walker, 1979). While self-control training appears to 
be one viable means of promoting generalization and maintenance of 
changed behavior in regular classrooms, there have been few studies 
which have documented a practical application of any of the forms of 
self-control training with handicapped children for obtaining generali-
zation and maintenance of treatment gains in their regular classrooms. 
The problem, then, was that there was a lack of research for the use of 
treatment procedures emphasizing self-evaluation training for obtaining 
stable behavior changes in handicapped students' regular classrooms 
after they have received initial treatment in special _education set-
tings. 
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Purpose and Objectives 
The purpose of the study was to investigate whether positive be-
havior changes acquired by Behaviorally/Emotionally Handicapped stu-
dents during a short-term special education resource room treatment 
could b~ generalized to and maintained in regular classrooms utilizing 
greatly reduced or no treatment procedures. The specific objectives 
of the study were to determine whether a combination of treatment pro-
cedures emphasizing self-evaluation training would be effective in: 
l) transferring (generalizing) increased rates of appro-
priate classroom behavior of Behaviorally/Emotionally 
Handicapped students from the resource room back to 
their regular classrooms. 
2) transferring (generalizing) reduced rates of inappro-
priate classroom behavior of Behaviorally/Emotionally 
Handicapped students from the resource room back to 
their regular classrooms. 
3) maintaining increased rates of appropriate behavior 
of Behaviorally/Emotionally Handicapped students in 
their regular classrooms with greatly reduced or no 
intervention. 
4) maintaining reduced rates of inappropriate behavior 
of Behaviorally/Emotionally Handicapped students in 
their regular classrooms with greatly reduced or no 
intervention. 
Organization of the Study 
Chapter I has presented the statement of the problem and the pur-
pose and objectives of the study. Chapter II presents a review of the 
literature relevant to this research. Chapter III describes the meth-
ods used in conducting the study. Chapter IV presents the results of 
the study, and Chapter V ~iscusses the major findings, methodological 
limitations, and implications for teachers and makes recommendations 
for future research. 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Chapter II includes sections on generalization and maintenance, 
promoting generalization and maintenance in the classroom, self-con-
trol training in the classroom, maximizing self-control effectiveness, 
types of self-control training and self-evaluation studies relevant 
to classroom settings. 
Generalization and Maintenance 
To date, behavior management programs initiated in special edu-
cation classrooms which have produced behavior changes in students' 
regular classrooms are rare. In two literature reviews which together 
included 159 studies (Keeley, et al., 1976; Workman & Hector, 1978), 
follow-up data in behavior management studies was strongly encouraged. 
Keeley, et al., (1976, citing little or no follow-up data on treat-
ment gains, suggested very bluntly that researchers stop flooding 
the literature with more studies of what is by now obvious--that 
behavioral treatments can have short-term, situation-specific 
effects--and, instead, examine how long-term, generalizable changes 
can be achieved. As Wildman and Wildman (1975) pointed out, main-
tenance of behavior changes in regular classrooms is usually the 
precise reason for implementation of special class behavior management 
programs in the first place. Indeed, Marholin and Siegel (1978) even 
go so far as to say that whether treatment effects extend beyond the 
treatment should be the final criterion for assessing the efficacy of 
any treatment program. 
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Historically, generalization has been defined as the extension of 
newly acquired behavior (i.e., treatment effects) to settings in which 
the treatment procedures have not been implemented (Wahler, Berland, 
& Coe, 1979). Maintenance has been defined as the durability of the 
treatment effects within the treatment setting following withdrawal 
or termination of the formal intervention procedures (Kazdin & Bootzin, 
1972). Both definitions carry the connotation that generalization 
and maintenance of treatment effects are passive phenomena. That is, 
they occur as a natural outcome--or, in the words of Stokes and Baer 
(1977), "something that happened, not something produced by procedures 
specific to it" (p. 349)--of the behavior change process and are to 
be "looked for" to help determine the efficacy of systematic behavior 
management programs. 
Stokes and Baer (1977) rejected a passive view of generalization 
and maintenance in recommending the following definition of generali-
zation: 
Generalization will be considered to be the oc-
currence of relevant behavior under different, 
non-training conditions ... without the scheduling 
of the same events in those conditions as had been 
scheduled in the training conditions. Thus, gen-
eralization may be claimed when no extratraining 
manipulations are needed for extratraining changes; 
or may be claimed when some extra manipulations are 
necessary, but their cost or extent is clearly less 
than that of the direct intervention. Generaliza-
tion will not be claimed when similar events are 
necessary for similar effects across conditions. 
(p. 350) 
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In most cases, program manipulations for facilitating generalization 
and maintenance outside the intervention setting have been unsystema-
tic or absent altogether when children have been returned to their 
regular classrooms after receiving special education treatment (Wah-
ler et al., 1979; Wildman & Wildman, 1975). 
Walker's (1979) view of behavior change clashes with more tra-
ditional, passive conceptualizations of maintenance and generaliza-
tion and supports Stokes and Baer (1977) in viewing them as active 
phenomena. Walker (1979) concluded that behavior change is actually 
a two-stage process: 
In stage one, procedures must be implemented to 
produce changes in behavior. In stage two, a 
second set of procedures must be implemented to 
insure such changes endure over the long-term 
and generalize to other settings. (pp. 286-287) 
It is Walker's position that an effective treatment outcome in stage 
one only documents an effective treatment procedure. The issue of 
generalization and maintenance of behavior change is a different one 
entirely, one which requires the development and utilization of addi-
tional technology. While Walker considers stage one procedures to 
be part of an already highly developed and effective technology, he 
considers those procedures required for stage two to be part of a 
technology which is only in its infancy. Thus, according to Walker, 
the issues of behavior change and generalization and maintenance of 
behavior change are issues which require dissimilar, but equally 
important and systematic attention. 
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Promoting Generalization and Maintenance in the Classroom 
In recent years, in response to the call for long-term treatment 
gains, research interest has shifted from viewing special education 
intervention in isolation to studying generalization and maintenance of 
treatment gains made by students who have been initially placed in spe-
cial education classrooms but whose gains are also desired in their 
regular classrooms (Marholin & Touchette, 1979). As the technology 
of generalization and maintenance has evolved, rules or suggestions 
for obtaining them at the desired times or in the desired settings have 
been offered by various researchers. 
For example, existing evidence strongly suggests that behavioral 
interventions should not be abruptly terminated if generalization of 
treatment gains to other settings is to occur (Rosenbaum & Drabman, 
1979; Walker, 1979; Wildman & Wildman, 1975). A less intense form 
of the original intervention may be necessary over the long-term in 
nontreatment settings (Walker, 1979). Specific procedures to enhance 
generalization and maintenance of changed behavior may need to include 
systematic fading of intervention procedures, transferring control 
of changed behavior to reinforcement available in the new setting or 
to the child himself, or reprogramming the new environment to support 
the changed behavior (Keeley et al., 1976; Rosenbaum & Drabman, 1979; 
Stokes & Baer, 1977; Turkewitz et al., 1975; Walker, 1969; Wildman 
& Wildman, 1975). 
In some instances, the suggestions offered by researchers are in 
agreement with each other, but in many cases they are not. While 
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there appear to be vast differences in the specific generalization 
and maintenance recommendations across the various sources, one major 
area of commonality is that some type of systematic tactic must be 
implemented by teachers who desire long-term positive gains for their 
students who receive behavior change treatments (Stokes & Baer, 1977; 
Walker, 1979; Wildman & Wildman, 1975). 
To date, many of the systematically programmed generalization 
and maintenance studies which have been conducted have not addressed 
the needs and concerns of the classroom teacher. Most of the studies 
have taken place in relative "sterile" laboratory environments where 
researchers could readily control and implement the procedures of 
their choice (Pressley, 1979). In laboratory studies, the practicali-
ty of using the procedures on a day-to-day basis in applied settings 
has usually not been addressed, and the ecological validity of the 
experiments referred to by Bracht and Glass (1968) has been absent. 
Ecological validity refers to the extent to which results of an experi-
ment can be generalized from the environmental conditions in the experi-
ment to other environmental conditions (Borg & Gall, 1979). 
Because implementing systematic maintenance procedures requires 
a large investment of effort and time, many regular classroom teachers 
have not viewed the level of effort required on their part for ob-
taining enduring changes as cost-effective when they have considered 
the possible benefits of their efforts (Walker, 1979). When teachers 
have actually attempted to carry out procedures recommended by others 
(e.g., special education resource teachers) to obtain improved stu-
dent behavior in their classrooms, the procedures have often been 
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incorrectly or ineffectively implemented to begin with, or even if 
implemented appropriately, student behavior has returned to preinter-
vention levels once the procedures have been terminated (Walker* 
Buckley, 1972). 
Self-Control Training in the Classroom 
One of the more promising methods for facilitating generalization 
and maintenance in the classroom is teaching self-control techniques 
to children (Drabman et al., 1973; Stokes & Baer, 1977; Turkewitz 
et al., 1975; Wahler et al., 1979; Wildman & Wildman, 1975; Workman 
& Hector, 1978; O'Leary & Dubey, 1979; Rosenbaum & Drabman, 1979). 
Self-control has been viewed by numerous researchers as a vaguely 
defined inner force similar to willpower and attributable to some 
supernatural entity or personality trait. However, research based 
on a searching for inner causes of self-control has contributed 
1 i tt l e to our knowledge of sel f -regulatory processes (Thoreson & Mahon-
ey, 1974). Skinner's (1953) orientation toward self-control essen-
tially represents an extension of principles of operant behavior . 
According to Skinner (1953), self-control has been exercised when an 
individual can effectively influence the variables of which his be-
havior is a function. Goldfried and Merbaum (1973) concur with Skin-
ner's (1953) view of self-control and further state that, 
Self-control can be viewed as a process through 
which an individual becomes the principal agent 
in guiding, directing, and regulating those fea-
tures of his own behavior that might eventually 
lead to desired positive consequences. (p. 11) 
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The use of self-control procedures by students in classroom set-
tings involves, in some way, the management or control by the students 
of their own behavior. While self-control programs and behavioral 
programs do differ in basic emphasis, they are not opposing sides of 
a dichotomy. Basically, in self-control training the student himself 
may be viewed as the major change agent, and in behaviorally oriented 
interventions a teacher or other external agent may be viewed as the 
major change agent. However, for almost all self-control training, 
overlap between the two exists. That is, although the student may 
have the major role as a change agent particularly in the later stages 
of self-control intervention, the teacher is frequently the major 
program implementor initially. The issue of external influences on 
self-control in classroom settings may thus be 11considered a matter 
of degree where external control is minimal or intermittent 11 (Kazdin, 
1974, p. 207). The objective of a self-control program is to gradu-
ally transfer as much control of a student 1 s target behavior as pos-
sible from the teacher to the student himself during the course of 
the program. The purpose of this transfer is to eliminate as much 
external control over the target behavior as possible (Rosenbaum & 
Drabman, 1979). 
One of the advantages of teaching children to evaluate and moni-
tor their own behavior is that they then need to depend less on the 
teacher for guidance, reinforcement, and control. Emphasis on this 
approach for generalization and maintenance of improved behavior 
responds to teacher concerns regarding the time demands placed on 
them by procedures which rely solely on teacher efforts (Workman & 
Hector, 1978). Other benefits of self-control strategies are the 
assumed enhancement of self-perceived competence and active partici-
pation of students whose treatment gains are the result of their own 
efforts (Henker et al., 1980). 
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Additionally, behavioral improvements regulated by self-control 
procedures appear to be more resistant to extinction than improvements 
established by externally regulated procedures alone (Johnson, 1970; 
Kanfer & Duerfeldt, 1967; McLaughlin, 1976; Rosenbaum & Drabman, 1979). 
Even in a nonsupportive regular classroom environment--that is, one in 
which the teacher is unwilling or unable to carry out systematic 
treatment procedures or even to provide appropriate basic classroom 
management for the class as a whole--self-control strategies have been 
effective in maintaining increased appropriate classroom behavior for 
several weeks after treatment has been withdrawn (Epstein & Goss, 1978). 
Self-control strategies are 11portable strategies" (p. 18, Henker 
et al., 1980) which can be employed under a variety of conditions, 
since they rely mainly on the student himself for implementation. In 
view of the problems related to generalization and maintenance in class-
room settings in the past, the advantages of providing the student with 
training which is not specific to a behavior, a change agent, or set-
ting is evident. Thus, in recent years, the appeal of self-control 
training as a viable solution to the problem of generalization and 
maintenance of treatment gains has increased (Coates & Thoresen, 1979; 
Meichenbaum, 1977). 
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Types of Self-Control Training 
The term self-control has received broad and diverse interpreta-
tion in the literature, resulting in the assignment of numerous labels 
to self-control variations. For example, self-assessment, self-re-
cording, self-determination of reinforcement and self-administration 
of reinforcement have been identified by Glynn, Thomas, & Shee (1973) 
as basic types of self-control. Labels such as self-observation 
(Rosenbaum & Drabman, 1979), self-monitoring, self-recording, (O'Leary 
& Dubey, 1979), self-determined contingencies (Glynn, 1970}, and self-
instruction (Barkley, Copeland, & Sivage, 1980; Finch & Spirito, 1980) 
have also been mentioned. 
Reviews of self-control literature have attempted to sort out for 
whom and under what conditions the basic types of self-control are 
effective. For example, self-administered reinforcement is viewed by 
some researchers as one of the more powerful types of self-control. 
Previous studies suggest that while the effects of self-reinforcement 
when used alone equal or exceed those of external reinforcement used 
alone, its effects are even more powerful when combined with external 
reinforcement (Ballard & Glynn, 1975; Bolstad & Johnson, 1972; Rosen-
baum & Drabman, 1979) . Self-determined reinforcement has also been 
demonstrated as effective or even more effective than externally de-
termined reinforcement (Rosenbaum & Drabman, 1979). However, Glynn 
(1970) cautions that a previous history of inconsistent externally 
determined reinforcement may detrimentally affect a person ' s subsequent 
ability to effectively apoly self-determined reinforcement contin-
gencies. 
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Another type of self-control, self-instruction, consists of 
"verbal statements to oneself which prompt, direct, or maintain be-
havior" (O'Leary & Dubey, 1979, p. 450) and has been used successfully 
for a variety of student tasks. Self-instruction has been found par-
ticularly effective when it has been reinforced, when it is applied 
to behaviors at which the student is already skilled, and when it is 
focused on the behaviors most subject to consequences. To be effec-
tive, there must also be the certainty that the self-instruction is 
actually carried out (Rosenbaum & Drabman, 1979). 
While self-instruction may be used by students to provide stim-
ulus control over their behavior, they may set their own performance 
standards through the use of self-determined criteria (O'Leary & Du-
bey, 1979). Although results are not conclusive, it appears that 
when self-determined criteria are used as the sole source of inter-
vention, experimental students may perform no better than control 
students. When external re i nforcement is added to the self-determi-
nation of criteria, experimental subjects generally outperform con-
trol subjects who are subjected to neither the criteria nor the re-
info rcement (Sagotsky, Patterson, & Lepper, 1978). When compared to 
externally imposed criteria, self-determined criteria are found to be 
no less effective (Felixbrod & O'Leary, 1974). However, unless ex-
ternal reinforcement is provided, externally imposed criteria do 
not appear to be particularly effective in influencing students' be-
havior (Turkewitz et al., 1975). 
An area of self-control which has been infrequently addressed 
in the research literature is that of self-punishment. In one study, 
the effects of a mild form of punishment, that of self-criticism, re-
sulted in a lower level of on-task performance that that resulting 
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from the effects of either neutral or positive comments (Masters ( San-
trock, 1976). Another type of mild punishment, "response cost," in-
volves the withdrawal of positive reinforcers. Two studies which have 
examined self-determined response cost have found it as effective as 
self-determined reward when used as either a primary intervention or 
as a maintenance strategy (Humphrey, Karoly, & Kirschenbaum, 1978; 
Kaufman & O'Leary, 1972). 
In using any type of self-control training, an important initial 
step is the student's assessment of the quality or quantity of his 
own behavior. The terms self-monitoring, self-recording, self-obser-
vation and self-evaluation have all been used to describe · self-assess-
ment (Rosenbaum & Drabman, 1979). Some form of self-assessment is 
necessary to provide students with systematic data for their behavior 
so that they may then evaluate or make a judgment of the behavior for 
change. Self-recording, self-monitoring, and self-observation may be 
distinguished from self-evaluation in that they are concerned with 
monitoring , recording or observing behavior objectively with a minimum 
amount of judgment. The use of self-evaluation would then follow with 
evaluation of the behavior on a subjective basis, but usually in con-
junction with externally provided criteria (O'Leary & O'Leary, 1976). 
In fact, some researchers claim that external criteria for self-evalu-
ation must be present in order for behavior change to occur (Rosen-
baum & Drabman, 1979; Spates & Kanfer, 1977). It may be noted that 
while external control in the form of matching procedures has been 
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successfully included in a number of studies to train high levels of 
accuracy in self-recording and self-evaluation, high levels of accur-
acy may not be necessary to obtain positive behavior changes (Glynn 
et al., 1973; Thomas, 1976). According to O'Leary and Dubey (1979), 
another useful function of self-assessment may be in facilitating 
maintenance of positive behavior changes once intervention has been 
removed. 
Maximizing Self-Control Effectiveness 
It is clear that self-control techniques have successfully en-
abled children to control and maintain their own academic and social 
behaviors. However, one caution made by Loper (1980) is that a stu-
dent's cognitive developmental level may be a relevant variable in 
determining his ability to use self-control strategies. Keogh 
and Glover (1980) further support the possible influence of the 
ch rono l ogi cal age of pupils as we 11 as the ade·quacy and maturity of 
their cognitive and language skills on self-control techniques. 
Since a student's age is generally related to his cognitive develop-
mental l evel, a younger student, then, would be presumed less able 
than an older one to use such strategies effectively. Introducing 
a student to a self-control strategy for which he is not yet cogni-
tively ready would be deemed counterproductive. Even though a stu-
dent's level of cognitive development may be a valid concern in using 
self-control training, a classification of relevant behaviors and 
standardized assessment instruments allowing for a match between cog-
nitive developmental level and cognitive strategies have yet to be 
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developed for most cognitive behaviors (O'Leary, 1980). 
If the decision is made to use self-control procedures, research 
suggests that students must be taught to use the self-control pro-
cedures rather than merely being told to use them, and they must im-
plement the procedures correctly for them to be effective (O'Leary & 
Dubey, 1979). According to Rosenbaum and Drabman (1979), the way to 
correctly teach self-control procedures to children should include 
the following basic steps for maximum effectiveness: 
1) Students should be taught self-observational procedures. 
2) Once self-observation has been established, externally 
administered contingencies for desirable behavior change 
can be introduced. 
3) The control of these contingencies can then be trans-
ferred to the students. 
4) At the same time that self -deter mined contingencies are 
introduced, students can be taught to provide themselves 
with instructions and praise designed to guide their 
behavior. 
5) When the students are reliably controlling their academ-
ic and social behavior, contingencies can be withdrawn 
gradually. (p. 480) 
The issue of pairing some type of external controls with self-control 
strategies at least initially and subsequently using appropriate fad-
ing procedures to eliminate most of the external controls as suggested 
by Rosenbaum & Drabman (1979) has been supported by numerous studies 
(Coates & Thoresen, 1979; Drabman et al., 1973; Mclaughlin, 1976; 
O'Leary & Dubey, 1979; Robertson et al., 1979; Turkewitz et al., 
1975). 
The introduction of a 11matching11 component has been mentioned by 
a number of researchers as one way of gradually transferring program 
contingencies from teacher to students, thereby eliminating or re-
ducing external control. Matching consists of awarding points to 
students for exactly matching or awarding themselves points within 
a specified range of an external agent's evaluation. Once students 
are controlling their own behavior, external reinforcement for appro-
priate behavior can be gradually withdrawn entirely or in part 
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(Drabman et al., 1973; Turkewitz et al., 1975; Robertson et al., 1979). 
Studies have indicated that self-evaluation skills can effec-
tively maintain desirable levels of behavior if at least some external 
controls or checks are continued (McLaughlin, 1976; O'Leary & Dubey, 
1979; Robertson, et al., 1979). In fact, Coates and Thoresen (1979), 
in a review of the self-control literature, suggest that generalization 
and maintenance of self-control programs are dependent upon continued 
external surveillance. Studies examined in their review reported 
several problems in the absence of any active treatment or continued 
external surveillance during maintenance. Most often reported prob-
lems included students relaxing evaluation standards for themselves 
over time and cheating to maximize self-evaluations. 
To avoid these problems, O'Leary and Dubey (1979) encourage ap-
plied researchers to teach students to control their own behavior on 
a continuing basis with a minimum amount of external support that will 
still result in the maintenance of the target behaviors. Other sug-
gestions made by O'Leary and Dubey (1979) for correct teaching of 
self-control procedures include the same basic steps that Rosenbaum 
and Drabman (1979) recommend. However, O'Leary and Dubey (1979) 
further specify the additional step of training covert or self-
initiated private skill implementation after external contingencies 
have been removed to maximize training effectiveness. O'Leary and 
Dubey (1979) caution that the quality of the training students re-
ceive as well as the continued evaluation of the use of the trained 
skills after external control over their use has been completely 
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or largely eliminated determines the potential effectiveness of the 
procedures. To date, measurement of the covert use and effects of 
self-control skills after external controls have been largely with-
drawn has not been researched. Therefore, the effects of self-con-
trol without ·some form of external checks and controls is unknown at 
this point (O'Leary & Dubey, 1979). 
Self-Evaluation Studies Relevant to Applied Settings 
The present study was an extension and modification of three re-
lated studies emphasizing self-evaluation which are frequently cited in 
the self-control research literature. The three studies are those of 
Drabman et al., (1973), Turkewitz et al., (1975), and Robertson et al., 
(1970). These studies were subsequent modifications and extensions of 
one another and incorporated a number of the procedures recommended by 
the self-control literature for facilitating generalization of newly 
learned skills from special education classrooms to regular classrooms 
(O'Leary & Dubey, 1979). 
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The use of self-evaluation as a means to gradually transfer re-
inforcement responsibilities from teacher to student was the purpose 
of an experiment by Drabman et al., (1973) in which eight disruptive 
students were taught reading in a special hour-long after school 
class. After a baseline period, study conditions included externally 
controlled reinforcement, matching of student self-evaluations with 
subjective teacher evaluations of students, gradual fading of the 
matching and external reinforcement components, and self-evaluation 
without teacher matching of evaluations. Based on the subjective 
evaluation, the teacher awarded students up to 5 points each for be-
havior and academic work during each reinforcement interval. The 
evaluations took place during the three 15-minute reinforcement in-
tervals of each session which were not selected as control intervals. 
Students received bonus points for exactly matching teacher evalua-
tions, kept the number of points they had awarded themselves if they 
had rated themselves within one point higher or lower than teacher 
evaluations, or lost all points if the discrepancy between the two 
ratings was greater than one point. The matching procedure and match-
ing consequences were then gradually faded. 
Results indicated that initial external reinforcement reduced 
disruptive behavior and that the self-evaluation procedure generalized 
and maintained behavioral improvements in the randomly selected 15-
minute control period in the special class during the hour-long ses-
sion. Evaluation ratings between the teacher and students were in 
agreement most of the time during the course of the study. However, 
generalization and maintenance of improvements were not examined in 
22 
students' regular classrooms or at other times of the day. Follow-up 
in the special class setting conducted for 12 days after intervention 
was terminated revealed that behavioral improvements maintained at 
high levels. 
A replication of the Drabman et al., (1973) study also examined 
generalization and maintenance of improved behavior through the use 
of a self-evaluation technique taught in a special after-school class 
(Turkewitz et al., 1975). Eight disruptive students, ages 7 to 11 
years old were trained to accurately evaluate their behavior and 
academic work. Although generalization of appropriate behavior was 
demonstrated in a 15-minute control period during each special class 
session, only slight decreases in disruptive behavior were present 
in the experimental setting from baseline t~ the end of the 5 day 
period following the special program. Observations made in students' 
regular classrooms failed to document generalization of improved be-
havior in those settings. It is likely that the lack of generalization 
in the regular classrooms was due to the absence of any specific pro-
gramming efforts to achieve maintenance and generalization in that 
setting. Additionally, no attempts were made to teach or prompt 
students to use their self-evaluation skills in their regular class-
rooms. 
A more recent modification and extension of the Drabman et al., 
(1973) study was conducted with disruptive, mentally retarded stu-
dents who spent their entire school day in a special class (Robertson 
et al., 1979). Treatment phases were similar to those of the Drab-
man et al., (1973) and Turkewitz et al., (1975) studies, but also 
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included systematic verbal feedback and the provision of more spe-
cific evaluation criteria to students for self-evaluation. For each 
reinforcement interval, a 3 point rating scale was used to evaluate 
behavior only. A rating of 11good11 (3 points) represented no disrup-
tive behavior, 11okay11 (2 points) represented one disruptive behavior, 
and 11not good11 (1 point) represented two or more disruptive behaviors. 
While subjects accurately evaluated their own behavior and disruptions 
decreased, generalization and maintenance of treatment gains were 
examined only in students' special classroom at a time of the day 
other than when training had taken place. Since the self-evaluation 
procedures had been trained only during the morning, observations 
made on students' behavior during the afternoon served as generaliza-
tion and maintenance probes. Improved behavior generalized from 
morning to afternoons, to days when self-evaluation procedures were 
not in effect, and when a substitute teacher taught the class. Fol-
low-up data were collected for five days after withdrawal of treat-
ment and documented the maintenance of behavioral improvements. 
Taken together, these three studies provide a framework on 
which to develop a self-evaluation program which improves academic in-
struction during intervention and which strengthens the self-evaluation 
procedure by extending it from a_ special education resource room 
into students' regular classrooms. Effective components for facili-
tating generalization and maintenance of treatment gains included in 
the three studies were external reinforcement, matching student and 
teacher evaluations of student behavior, gradual transfer of rein-
forcement from teacher to students by fading the matching component, 
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and gradual fading of external reinforcement. 
Some important limitations were also present, however. In the 
Drabman et al., (1973) study, generalization and maintenance of im-
provements were not examined in students' regular classrooms or at 
other times of the day. The Turkewitz et al . , (1975) experiment ex-
amined experimental students' behavior in their regular classrooms in 
comparison to control students but found that improvements for experi-
mental students had not generalized to those settings. No attempts 
were made by Turkewitz et al., (1975) to prompt or teach the use of 
self-evaluation skills in subjects' regular classrooms. The Robertson 
et al., (1979) study examined generalization and maintenance of im-
provements from morning to afternoon, on days when self-evaluation 
procedures were not in effect, and when a substitute teacher was 
present. However, no programming or investigation of generalization 
and maintenance of gains in other settings were included. 
In these three studies, the issue of ecological validity for 
regular classroom settings was not addressed. A self-evaluation study 
based on similar components could address ecological validity by pro-
viding special education treatment in a resource room in the subjects' 
school during regular school hours. The goal of the treatment would 
be to generalize and maintain increased appropriate behavior with 
greatly reduced or no intervention in the student's natural environ-
ment--his regular classroom. Additional ecological validity would be 
obtained by providing cost-effective resource room training and by 
developing student self-evaluation procedures for regular classroom 




To date, interventions initiated in special education classrooms 
which have produced behavior changes in students' regular classrooms 
are rare. Since maintenance of behavior changes in a regular class-
room is usually the reason for providing special education services 
in the first place, the problems inherent in long-term classroom 
maintenance must be more thoroughly researched. The literature sug-
gests that for generalization and maintenance to occur, some type 
of systematic programming or extratraining manipulations are necessary. 
In recent years, self-control training has gained appeal as a 
means· of promoting behavioral improvements in regular classroom set-
tings. Self-control training has advantages over more traditional 
interventions in that students serve as the major change agents for 
the training, requiring them to depend less on the external control 
of their teachers. Consequently, teachers may spend more time on in-
struction and less time on managing students' behavior. 
Adequate training of self-control skills requires that students 
be taught, not just told, to use self-control procedures. To use any 
of the various types of self control effectively, students must be 
taught to first self-assess their behavior. Self-assessment includes 
some type of self-monitoring or recording in an objective way and a 
subjective self-evaluation or judgment of the behavior. Training 
should also include initial overt use of the skill, reinforcement 
for the nvprt 1ise~ fadina of external controls and training and 
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measuring covert use of the skill. 
Three related studies emphasizing self-evaluation procedures 
were presented and discussed. Based on these studies, recommendations 
were made for a self-evaluation study which would strengthen the com-
ponents of the three related studies and provide for a cost-effective 
special education treatment. The purpose of the special education 
treatment would be to train and then extend self-control procedures 
into subjects' regular classrooms to facilitate generalization and 




The purpose of the study was to investigate whether positive be-
havior changes acquired by handicapped students during a short-term spe-
cial education treatment emphasizing self-evaluation training could be 
generalized and maintained in regular classrooms using greatly reduced 
or no treatment procedures. The methodology used to conduct this inves-
tigation will be detailed in this chapter. Topic areas to be presented 
include an overview of the study, the subjects, treatment procedures, 
data and instrumentation, recording of observations, observer training 
and data analysis. 
Overview of the Study 
From December 1980, through March 1981, six Behaviora l ly/Emotion-
ally Handicapped students were taught for three hours per week in a re-
source room setting using self-evaluation procedures combined with ex-
ternal reinforcement to obtain behavioral control. The three hours of 
training each week took place over four school days. On two of the days, 
sessions were each one hour long, and on the other two days, sessions 
were each one half hour. This schedule was adopted to accommodate a 
university class which required the use of the resource classroom at 
certain times. 
The first phase of treatment in the resource room (Phase I) was 
not formally a part of the present study. The purpose of the resource 
room treatment was to increase students' appropriate classroom beha-
vior to acceptable levels and to train them to use self-evaluation 
procedures for generalizing and maintaining the behavioral changes 
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in their regular classrooms. The research literature contains ample 
evidence that gaining behavioral control in the treatment setting is 
possible and common (Keeley et al o, 1976; Wildman & Wildman, 1975; 
Workman & Hector, 1978)0 Thus, the means by which behavioral control 
was obtained was not the major concern. It was assumed that behavior-
al control could be obtained in the resource room; in fact, such 
control was a prerequisite for implementation of the present studyo 
The second phase of the study examined the generalization and 
maintenance of the changed behavior in subjects' regular classrooms 
after termination of the resource room treatment. Generalization 
and maintenance were sought by fading the external reinforcement com-
ponent of the program in the resource room while gradually transfer-
ring behavioral control from the resource teacher to the students 
through the use of self-evaluation procedures. Once acceptable levels 
of appropriate behavior were maintaining with only minimal external 
reinforcement and students were accurately self-evaluating their own 
work and behavior, the use of the self-evaluation procedures was ex-
tended to subjects' regular classrooms. The self-evaluation pro-
cedures were then gradually faded in the regular classroom until a 
less intense form of the initial intervention remained. 
Data obtained during resource room treatment (Phase I) in that 
setting and in the regular classroom were used to evaluate the over-
all effectiveness of the treatment procedures. Observations were 
made regularly of subjects in both settings so that behavioral chan-
ges could be carefully documented. Observations made in subjects' 
regular classrooms during Phase I served as baseline data for Phase 
I I. 
The self-evaluation training involved a matching procedure which 
required subjects to match or closely approximate the teacher's 
evaluations of their behavior and academic performance on a 0-5 
point scale (Drabman et al., 1973; Robertson et al., 1979; Rosen-
baum & Drabman, 1979; Turkewitz et al., 1975). For example, the tea-
cher rated students' work and behavior by giving them O (poor) to 5 
(excellent) points at designated reinforcement intervals; students 
also rated their work and behavior in the same way. If student 
evaluations exactly matched those of the teacher, students received 
the number of points they had given themselves plus additional bonus 
points. If student evaluations were within one point higher or lower 
than those of the teacher, students kept the number of points they 
had given themselves. However, if student evaluations were more than 
one point higher or lower than those of the teacher, no points 
were awarded for that reinforcement interval. The purpose of the 
matching procedure was to teach students to accurately evaluate 
and monitor their own behavior. 
A detailed description of both Phase I and Phase II program 





The subjects included in the study were six Behaviorally/Emo-
tionally Handicapped elementary school boys in grades one through 
five (ages 6 to 11) who attend the Edith Bowen Laboratory School on 
the Utah State University campus. Subjects were selected from stu-
dents who were referred by their teachers for displaying high rates 
of inappropriate classroom behavior including disruption, noncom-
pliance, out-of-seat occurrences, nonattending to tasks and failure 
to complete tasks. To document eligibility under the State of Utah 
guidelines for placement as Behaviorally/Emotionally Handicapped in 
the study, students were observed in their regular classrooms on at 
least five occasions for 15 minutes per observation and were admin-
istered individual standardized intelligence and achievement tests. 
Standardized tests used to document placement eligibility included 
the Peabody Individual Achievement Test, the Woodcock Reading Mastery 
Tests, the Key Math Diagnostic Arithmetic Test, and the Slossen In-
telligence Test. Parents and teachers provided additional informa-
tion in the form of the Walker Problem Behavior Identification Check-
list, a School Problem Behaviors Checklist, a Parent Information Sur-
vey and anecdotal reports. 
For students warranting special education placement, team meet-
ings were held . Final selection of students who were included in 
the study was based on the criteria established by the State of Utah 
Guidelines for Behaviorally/Emotionally Handicapped students as well 
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as recommendations from teachers, parents, the principal and the 
researcher as to those students most in need of and likely to benefit 
from participation in the study. (See Appendix A for State of Utah 
Guidelines for Behaviorally/Emotionally Handicapped students.) In-
dividualized Education Programs (IEPs) were developed for each of 
the six students for whom the intervention provided by the study was 
judged to be an appropriate placement. 
Subject Characteristics 
Subject 1 was a 6-year old first grade student. His school place-
ment was a self-contained class for Behaviorally/Emotionally Handi-
capped students, although he was mainstreamed daily in a regular class-
room for several academic subjects. During his brief educational his-
tory, Subject 1 had already been exposed to several behavior manage-
ment programs in his previous and present schools, and his mother had 
sought assistance from the school for managing his behavior at home. 
For this student, the goal of the study was to obtain the desired gen-
eralization and maintenance of treatment gains in his mainstream regu-
lar classroom setting. The mainstream setting was a regular first 
grade classroom in which the subject spent part of each morning re-
ceiving group instruction with 26 other first grade students. Initial 
observations showed that Subject 1 was engaging in appro~riate behavior 
54% of the time in his mainstream class. His teacher expressed great 
concern over the highly disruptive nature of the inappropriate be-
havior he was displaying in that settig. 
Subject 2 was a 9-year old fourth grade student placed in a regu-
lar classroom on a full-time basis. Academically, he was functioning 
at least two years behind his peers. Although he had never received 
any formal treatment for behavior problems, his school records con-
tained numerous reports of behavioral difficulties throughout his 
school years. Subject 2's regular teacher and parents were hesitant 
to agree to special education placement because of its effect on the 
subject's self-esteem. Referring problems included failure to work 
independently on or complete assigned tasks, frequent inappropriate 
talking in class, frequent out-of-seat occurrences, noncompliance 
with teacher requests,and numerous unneeded trips to the bathroom, 
pencil sharpener,and drinking fountain. Appropriate behavior aver-
aged 38% in the regular classroom prior to resource room interven-
tion. 
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Subject 3 was a 7-year old second grade student who was also · 
placed in a regular classroom full-time. He had no known previous 
exposure to behavior management programs, although his school records 
indicated behavior problems had been present in two previous school 
placements. Inappropriate behavior for which his regular teacher re-
ferred Subject 3 included not working during work time, not complet-
ing assigned tasks, frequent out-of-seat occurrences, aggression 
toward peers, and rocking in his chair so violently that he frequently 
fell out of it. Initially, in his regular classroom, Subject 3 en-
gaged in appropriate behavior 27% of the time. 
Subject 4 was a 10-year old fifth grader placed in a self-con-
tained Behaviorally/Emotionally Handicapped classroom. He was not 
mainstreamed for any part of the school day. Behavior problems had 
been evident for several school years, and Subject 4 had received 
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several forms of behavioral intervention, including a previous place-
ment in another self-contained classroom for Behaviorally/Emotionally 
Handicapped students in a different school. Problems in the previous 
school had been so severe (including aggression toward other students, 
bizarre talk, and refusal to work) that the subject had been sent to 
his present self-contained classroom when the previous school staff 
felt they could no longer help nor tolerate his behavior. Subject 4 
had been taking Ritalin for several years before being referred to 
the study. He was permanently taken off the medication two weeks be-
fore beginning the present intervention in an effort to gain behavioral 
control in the resource room without it. Average appropriate behavior 
was 30% in his current placement. 
Subject 5 was a 6-year old first grader in a regular classroom 
with no history of behavioral intervention. Behavior for which he 
was referred differed from that of other subjects in several ways. 
Because Subject 5 appeared "tuned out" in regard to what was going on 
in his environment much of the time, hearing and vision tests were 
given to rule out the possibility of interfering problems in these 
areas. His teacher reported that even though she continually repeated 
instructions and monitored his work, he seldom accomplished or com-
pleted specified tasks when left to work independently. The teacher's 
impression was that Subject 5 appeared to be functioning in "his own 
world," assimilating and acting upon little of what occurred around 
him. Average appropriate behavior was 25% in the regular classroom. 
Subject 6 was an 11-year old fifth grader placed full-time in a 
self-contained Behaviorally/Emotionally Handicapped classroom. His 
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educational history included many and varied forms of behavioral 
interventions by school and community agencies. He had been attending 
weekly therapy sessions in the community for several years and had 
recently been placed under the jurisdiction of a probation officer for 
setting a local business on fire. Subject 6's parents had asked for 
and received assistance in managing his behavior at home from his 
schools and from community agencies. When referred to the study, 
Subject 6 was displaying high levels of aggressive, disruptive and 
noncompliant behavior in his self-contained classroom. His initial 
average appropriate behavior was 31% in that setting. 
In summary, subjects ranged wi de·1y in age (6 to 11 years old), 
grade (first through fifth~ and school placements (regular classroom, 
self-contained Behaviorally/Emotionally Handicapped class room, and 
part-time mainstream placement) as well as previous histories of expo-
sure to behavioral interventions of various magnitudes. 
Treatment Procedures 
A detailed description of the resource room treatment (Phase I) 
which preceded the proposed study (Phase II) is provided in this section. 
The fi rst phase of treatment in the resource room was not formally a 
part of the present study but was necessary in order to gain behavioral 
control so that generalization and maintenance procedures could be 
implemented. 
Resource Room Treatment (Phase I)--15 to 17 weeks 
From December, 1980, until April, 1981, subjects received part-
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t ime special education treatment in the early afternoon for three hours 
each week in a resource room located in the Edith Bowen Laboratory 
School but which was separate from their regular classrooms. The 8m 
x 12m room contained a number of work tables and chairs as well as 
several large tables on which instructional materials were stored. For 
use during the resource room sessions of the study, six of the work 
tables and chairs were placed in two rows of three each , so that stu-
dents could work individually at the tables on assigned tasks. The 
teacher for the resource classroom held a master's degree in special 
education and was certified in the State of Utah to teach Behaviorally/ 
Emotionally Handicapped students. 
During the course of resource room intervention, external rein-
forcement and systematic verbal feedback were initially introduced to 
gain control of subjects' behavior. The self-evaluation treatment com-
ponent was then introduced to teach students to manage and evaluate 
their own behavior. 
Condition l : Academic instruction (days 1-10) 
(Resource Individual academic instruction was implemented in 
Room 
Baseline) the resource room using a variety of curriculum ma-
terials suited to the needs of individual students 
as determined by inspection of initial norm-refer-
enced and criterion-referenced assessment. Basi-
cally, the resource session was viewed as an op-
portunity for students to drill a·nd practice aca-
demic skills to which they had already been ex-
posed, to learn basic skills they were lacking and 
increase the rate and accuracy of the skills. Al-
though all students spent most of their resource 
room time on reading and math related skills, two 
students also practiced handwriting, and one stu-
dent worked on and received help with his spelling 
assignment from his regular classroom. 
In addition to the instructional materials 
used by the students, an assorted supply of library 
books was available for students to read to them-
selves at their work tables if they finished their 
assignments before the allotted time was up. Drill 
and practice sheets were used daily for math and 
reading. Students were given time to practice 
their assigned skills ans were then given a 1-
minute timing each day for math and reading. Math 
timings were conducted using sequenced worksheets 
for addition, subtraction and multiplication . Read-
ing timings were made for word lists constructed 
from Beginning Reading 1 and Reading 2 - A Profession-
al Guide for the Lay Tutor (Von Harrison, 1974). One 
student was also timed on handwriting. Rates and ac-
curacy for individual students were graphed on six 
cycle logrithmic charts for interpretation, decision-
making and monitoring of progress. Individual assign-
ments were selected for need and interest from a vari-
ety of instructional materials. A list of these ma-
terials appears in Appendix B. 
Materials for daily assignments were placed in 
four numbered manilla folders for every student, and 
each folder contained that day's assignment for one 
curriculum area. Students worked for 15 minutes at 
a time on an assigned folder before being asked to 
change to another one. The teacher was instructed 
to use basic classroom management procedures (i.e., 
contingent praising and ignoring, as well as repri-
mands when deemed necessary) to manage classroom 
behavior. No form of external reinforcement or 
punishment was included. 
Condition 2: External Reinforcement/Systematic Verbal Feedback 
( days 11-20) 
Classroom rules for the resource room were intro-
duced and discussed with students. The teacher and 
students modeled and role-played examples and non-
examples of the rules. Feedback, correction and 
clarification by the teacher were provided as neces-
sary to ensure that students understood expectations 
for them in that setting. The classroom rules were: 
l. Sit in your seat unless you have pennission 
to leave it. 
2. Do what your teacher asks promptly. 
3. Remain quiet unless you have permis-
sion to speak. 
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4. Work when you are supposed to. 
5. Do not bother or hurt others. 
Once behavioral control was obtained during the course 
of resource treatment, rule 3 was made less stringent 
so that it more closely matched expectations in the 
regular classrooms. The original rule 3 was changed 
to "Unless you have permission to speak, talk only 
about your work. 11 
During the second condition, students were given 
points by the teacher for appropriate classroom be-
havior and correct academic work. It was explained to 
students that points could be exchanged for sma11 toys, 
candy and other snacks at the end of each session (see 
Appendix C for a specific list of reinforcers used 
during Phase I and Phase II). Examples of what could 
be purchased with points were displayed. The teacher 
explained to students specifically how points would 
be earned. Students were told that ratings they re-
ceived for work and behavior were to be converted to 
a corresponding number of points (e.g., a rating of 
11511 would convert to 5 points). The O · to 5 rating 
scale was used according to the following criteria: 
5 = excellent--Followed all classroom rules entire 
interval; worked entire interval; work 100% 
correct. 
4 = very good--Minor infraction of rules (i.e., a 
talk-out, or out-of-seat occurrences, etc.), 
but followed rules rest of interval; worked 
almost entire interval; work approximately 90% 
correct. 
3 = average--Didn't follow all rules entire time, 
but no serious offenses. Fol ·1 owed rules ap-
proximately 80% of the time (i.e., inappropri-
ate behavior may have involved talking-out or 
out-of-seat occurrences). 
2 = below average--Broke one or more rules to ex-
tent that behavior was not acceptable (i.e., 
higher level misbehavior that may disturb 
others) but followed rules part of the time. 
Work approximately 60 to 80% correct. 
1 = poor--Broke one or more rules almost entire 
period or engaged in higher magnitude of in-
appropriate behavior most of the time. Work 
approximately 40 to 60% accurate. 
0 = totally unacceptable--Broke one or more rules 
entire interval. Oidn't work at all or work 
al 1 incorrect. 
In explaining the rating scale to students, however, 
the teacher used language they could more easily 
understand. For example, the teacher might say, 
"Your behavior was very good, but I gave you a "4" 
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because you talked to Bill. You remembered to fol-
low the rules the · rest of the time, though. I gave 
you a "5" for your work because you didn't miss any 
of your math problems. I'm proud of the job you did 
on your math!" 
Each day students were also given a self-evalu-
ation card for use in each resource room session. 
(A copy of the card is included in Appendix D). A 
copy of the classroom rules was printed on the back 
of each card. On the card spaces were provided for the 
teacher to mark with a colored pen her award of Oto 
5 points each for academic work and behavior for each 
reinforcement interval. Sessions were divided into 15-
minute intervals so that students were given points and 
specific feedback for their academic work and behavior 
four times during each half-hour session. Between the 
times when points were awarded, the teacher circulated 
among students, correcting work, providing assistance 
and praising individuals and the group as a whole for 
following classroom rules. 
Condition 3: Matching Self-Evaluations with the Teacher/100 % 
(days 21-29) 
The teacher asked students to rate their own academic 
work and behavior by awarding themselves points for 
each on the Oto 5 point scale during speciai class 
sessions. The teacher also continued to independently 
rate students' work and behavior by awarding points in 
a similar fashion. The foundation for students' evalu-
ation of themselves had been laid in the previous con-
dition with the teacher furnishing specific feedback 
to students as to why she had awarded them the number 
of points for work and behavior that she did. Had 
students displayed high error rates in awarding them-
selves points in condition 3, the teacher planned to 
discuss the rating system further and use modeling 
and role-playing procedures to demonstrate and clari-
fy correct usage. 
During condition 3, each student matched his 
self-evaluations with the teacher's evaluations of 
his work and behavior at the end of each reinforce-
ment period. The teacher would first ask each stu-
dent why he had given himself the number of points 
he did. She then told him why she had given him 
the number of points she had given him, according 
to the rating scale criteria. If a student was 
within one point of the teacher's ratings (either 
higher or lower), he kept the number of points he 
had given himself. If the two ratings were exactly 
the same, the student earned a bonus point. Bonus 
points could be earned for both work and behavior 
for perfect matches with teacher evaluations on each 
for each reinforcement interval. If there was more 
that a one point difference (higher or lower) be-
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tween a teacher and student rating, no points 
were earned for that interval. 
Teacher ratings were always marked on the 
self-evaluation cards with a colored pen, while 
student self-evaluations were marked with a pen-
cil. Teacher praise for student accuracy in self-
evaluation and corrective feedback for inaccuracy 
was provided. An important point to be stressed 
during this phase is that the subjects were taught 
to accurately self-evaluate their own behavior, 
instead of being taught to guess what the teacher's 
ratings would be. Validity of teacher ratings for 
points were judged independently by the researcher 
for at least two special class sessions each week 
for both behavior and academic work for all spe-
cial class students and compared to teacher ratings 
after the session. Discrepancies were discussed 
with the teacher, and decisions regarding future 
rating of areas of disagreement were made. 
Condition 4: Elimination of Matching/50% (days 30-35) 
Only half (three) of the students in the resource 
room were eligible to match their self-evaluations 
with the teacher at the end of each reinforcement 
period. Names were drawn out of a container to de-
termine which students would match. This procedure 
has been used in a number of studies to avoid an 
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abrupt transfer of control of contingencies from 
an external source to students (Bolstad & Johnson, 
1972; Drabman et al., 1973; Robertson et al., 1979; 
Rosenbaum & Drabman, 1979; Turkewitz et al., 1975). 
Students who did not match self-evaluations with 
the teacher kept the number of points they gave 
themselves. Those students who did match evalua-
tions with those of the teacher were asked why they 
had given themselves the ratings they did. The tea-
cher also continued to explain why she had given them 
the ratings she had. For students with whom the tea-
cher matched evaluations, teacher ratings continued 
to be recorded on students' cards with a colored pen. 
Feedback on accuracy of ratings and praise for accur-
ate ratings continued in all phases in which students 
matched evaluations with the teacher. 
While the teacher did not match her ratings with 
all students, she continued to privately 1·ecord her 
ratings for all students in all phases of the study in 
which any student self-evaluation was present. For 
recording her own evaluations of students' work and 
behavior, the teacher used a printed replica of the 
student self-evaluation card for each student for 
each resource room session. While students marked 
their self-evaluations on their cards with pencils, 
the teacher recorded her evaluations for students 
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with a co1ored pen on her copies of student cards. 
To maintain a record of which students matched 
eva1uations with the teacher during each reinforcement 
interval, an "M" was p1aced beside the rating on the 
teacher's copy of the card indicating the reinforcement 
intervals for which eva1uations had been compared. When 
points were exchanged at the end of resource room ses-
sions, the teacher recorded student se1f-evaluations 
onto her copy of their cards with a pencil. The tea-
cher then had a dai1y record of student and teacher 
eva1uations on her se1f-eva1uation card copy. Teacher 
ratings were always made with a colored pen, and stu-
dent ratings were represented with a penci1. 
Condition 5: E1imination of Matching/33 1/3% (days 36-40) 
This condition was similar to condition 4, except that 
on1y two of the students were eligible to mat ch se1f-
evaluations with the teacher. Reinforcement inter-
vals increased from 15 to 20 minutes . Five points 
for academic work and five points for behavior cou1d 
stil1 be earned for each 20-minute reinforcement in 
terval. Thus, three reinforcement intervals occurred 
each hour rather than four, resulting in the fading 
of backup reinforcement. Feedback on accuracy of 
ratings and praise for accurate ratings continued. 
Condition 6: Elimination of Matching/16 2/3% (days 41-48) 
This condition was simi1ar to conditions 4 and 5, ex-
cept that only one of the students was eligible to 
match self-evaluations with the teacher. Reinforce-
ment intervals remained at 20 minutes. Five points 
for academic work and five points for behavior could 
still be earned for each 20-minute reinforcement in-
terval. Feedback on accuracy of ratings and praise 
for accurate ratings continued. 
Condition 7: Elimination of All Matching (days 49-56) 
Students initially kept the number of points they gave 
themselves, and the teacher continued to monitor stu-
dents' ratings and privately record her own ratings 
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for them. Since students cou·ld no longer lose points 
for inaccurate matching with the teacher and some stu-
dents began to give themselves the maximum number of 
points possible even when their work and behavior did 
not warrant high point awards, an occasional "surprise" 
match with the teacher was initiated every two or three 
days for one student. Backup reinforcers continued to 
be faded by increasing the reinforcement intervals 
from 20 to 30 minutes. Five points for academic work 
and five points for behavior could still be earned for 
each 30 minute reinforcement interval. 
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Generalization and Maintenance of Treatment Gains in the Regular Class-
room (Phase II)--(6 to 8 weeks) 
During April and through the end of the school year in May, pro-
cedures to achieve generalization and maintenance of the treatment gains 
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were introduced to one pair of subjects at a time. The pair of subjects 
receiving resource room treatment whose classroom behavior and academic 
work reached appropriate and stable levels first were introduced to 
generalization and maintenance conditions first. An average of at 
least 80% appropriate classroom behavior in the resource room 
over a four day period was required before subjects were returned on a 
full-time basis to their regular classrooms. Additional pairs of sub-
jects were introduced to the Phase II conditions approximately one 
week apart. 
During the week preceding the date that subjects were projected 
to return to their regular classrooms full-time, their teachers re-
ceived a general, individual orientation from the researcher. The 
purpose of the orientation was to review with regular teachers what 
had occurred in the resource room in Phase I and to share graphed data 
for both regular and resource settings for Phase I with them. The 
purpose of the study and the procedures used were described. Teachers 
were informed of the anticipated date for their referred students' 
full-time reentry into their classrooms. Procedures to be used in 
regular classrooms and expectations for teachers in carrying out the 
Phase II program components were discussed. Teachers were assured 
that the researcher would be available to answer questions, provide 
feedback, give new instructions as needed and aid in supporting the 
teacher's efforts. 
Teachers were advised that consistency in following specific pro-
gram instructions was important, particularly in regard to programmed 
reinforcement intervals, providing appropriate feedback and supplying 
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subjects with the proper information concerning condition changes as 
they occurred. Teachers were also encouraged to frequently praise 
students' appropriate behavior ("catch them being good") and to ignore 
inappropriate behavior. Classroom rules for each classroom were again 
reviewed and clarified to reconfinn teachers' expectations for subjects. 
The Oto 5 rating scale as described for Phase I was also dis-
cussed with teachers, and copies of rating criteria were distributed. 
Written instructions reviewing the regular teachers' role in implement-
ing Phase II procedures were distributed to teachers prior to each con-
dition change for their reference and review. Copies of written in-
structions for teachers are found in Appendix E. Accuracy of teachers' 
ratings for academic work and behavior were judged independently by the 
researcher at least once each week for all subjects and compared to 
teachers' ratings for that day. Discrepancies were discussed with tea-
chers, and decisions regarding future rating of areas of disagreement 
were made. Appropriateness of teachers' use of praise and feedback to 
subjects was also judged by the researcher during classroom visits and 
discussed with teachers. 
The researcher again met individually with teachers on the day 
before their students returned to their classrooms full-time. The 
teacher's role in the Phase II intervention was again reviewed and 
discussed. Self-evaluation cards for students and copies of the cards 
on which teachers were to privately record their own ratings were dis-
tributed to teachers for a week at a time. When unused cards for the 
coming week were distributed, cards used during the previous week were 
collected. 
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Condition 8: Self-Evaluation in the Regular Classroom/30 Minutes 
Each school morning, regular teachers asked subjects to 
rate their academic work and behavior every 30 minutes 
of a selected hour period during which academic work 
was performed. (Daily observations of students had 
been made in the regular classrooms during this hour 
in Phase I.) Subjects continued their ratings on 
the same Oto 5 point scale they had been using in 
the resource room. The self-evaluation cards on 
which students marked their ratings in the resource 
room also continued to be used for self-evaluation 
in the regular class. Feedback on accuracy of self-
ratings were given to subjects by their regular tea-
chers. 
Regular teachers privately recorded their own 
ratings for students just as the resource teacher 
had recorded them in Phase I. That is, teachers 
were provided with printed replicas of student self-
evaluation cards for each school day. While subjects 
marked their self-evaluations on their cards with pen-
cils, teachers recorded their evaluations for students 
with colored pens on their copies of student cards. 
Teachers also conducted occasional "surprise" matches 
with student self-evaluations every two or three days 
at their own discretion. In this way, teachers could 
conduct "surprise" matches to purposely reinforce par-
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ticularly good work and behavior or to provide external 
feedback for part i cularly poor work and behavior if they 
wished. To maintain a record of when "surprise" matches 
were conducted, teachers recorded an 11M11 beside the re-
inforcement intervals for which matching took place. On 
these occasions, students were not aware that matching 
of evaluations would take place until they actually oc-
curred. When matching occurred, students could either 
earn bonus points, keep the number of points they had 
given themselves, or lose all of their points, in ac-
cordance with previous matching criteria. 
During this phase, except when "surprise" matches 
took place, students kept the number of points they 
gave themselves. Points could be exchanged once each 
day or saved up for special privileges or activities 
available in the regular classroom. To purchase tangi-
ble items, students were required to bring their self-
evaluation cards with them to the resource room after 
they had finished lunch. Points were then recorded 
and exchanged by the researcher. Several teachers 
chose the option of adding privileges or special ac-
tivities which could be enjoyed by the entire class 
to the reinforcement menu. These reinforcers were 
managed by the regular teachers but monitored by the 
res ea rche r. 
Condition 9: Fading Self-Evaluation in the Regular Classroom/ 
60 Mintites 
This condition is similar to 5, except that students 
rated themselves once every 60 minutes in the regular 
classroom on their self-evaluation cards during the 
designated self-evaluation hour. In this way, less 
reinforcement could be earned, and longer work periods 
were required for earning it. Points could still be 
exchanged once each day for reinforcement. 
Condition 10: Points Exchange/Variable Ratio (VR) 2 Days 
This condition is similar to condition 9, except that 
subjects were allowed to exchange points on only two 
randomly selected days each week. The days of the 
week were written on slips of paper and drawn from 
a container to determine on which days the students 
would be allowed to exchange points. When teachers 
received their weekly recording forms for "private" 
ratings, days on which subjects would be allowed to 
exchange points were indicated. Subjects were in-
formed ahead of time that they would be allowed to 
keep and exchange their points on an average of every 
two days but that they would not know before each 
day's ratings were completed whether they would be 
allowed to exchange points for that day. "Surprise" 
matches occurred approximately once each week. Ver-
bal praise and feedback for accuracy of self-evalu-
ations continued by the teacher. 
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Condition 11: No Points Exchange 
Students were asked to continue to self-evaluate their 
academic work and behavior on their self-evaluation 
cards but were told they could no longer trade their 
points for reinforcers. Students were told by their 
teachers that they had been working and behaving so 
well that they no longer needed points to help them. 
Teacher praise and feedback for accurate ratings 
continue. 
Condition 12: Self-Evaluation Verbally/60 Minutes 
Students discontinued marking self-evaluation ratings 
on their self-evaluation cards and were asked by the 
teacher to verbally rate their academic work and be-
havior at the end of the designated 60 minute period 
using the same Oto 5 point rating scale they had 
been using. Teacher praise and feedback on accuracy 
of ratings continued. 
Condition 13: Self-Evaluation Verbally/VR 2 Days 
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This condition was similar to condition 12, except that 
students were asked to verbally self-evaluate their 
academic work and behavior on an average of every two 
days. 
Condition 14: No Verbal Self-Evaluation 
Students were no longer asked to self-evaluate their 
academic work and behavior verbally. However, the 
benefits and possible outcomes of continued internal 
self-evaluation was discussed by teachers with the 
subjects, and subjects were encouraged to continue 
self-evaluating on their own. For example, a stu-
dent was encouraged to say to himself, 11! followed 
all of the classroom rules during the hour. I worked 
the entire time and did an excellent job on my read-
ing assignment. I would give myself a 15' for be-
havior and a 1 5' for my work. I am proud of myself." 
Booster Sessions and Backup Conditions 
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While approximate timelines and procedures were delineated ahead 
of time, it was anticipated that some changes might be necessary in 
regard to both timelines and procedures used in various study phases. 
When observational data indicated that the procedures were not working, 
adjustments were made as needed to prevent further deterioration of 
student behavior. Thus, if appropriate classroom behavior during Phase 
II was lower that 80% for three successive school days, booster ses-
sions were given. Whenever behavior deteriorated to the degree that 
a booster session was indicated, reinforcement, instructional materials 
and expectations for the student were reexamined with the regular tea-
cher to determine whether they needed to be adjusted also. It was an-
ticipated that in most cases, such intervention could be easily managed 
by the classroom teacher. 
Administration of a booster session began by removing the stu-
dent to a quiet part of his classroom such as the teacher's office. 
Classroom rules were reviewed and discussed with the student by the 
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researcher. The student was asked which rules he had been following 
well and which ones had given him difficulty. Teacher comments were 
incorporated with notes made by classroom observers to provide the 
student with external feedback regarding his work and behavior. Model-
ing and role-playing were used by the researcher and the student to 
generate and practice alternatives to the problems the student had 
been experiencing. Finally, the student was asked to verbalize his 
plans for handling the problem situations the next time they occurred. 
Generally a booster session lasted 10 to 15 minutes. During Phase II, 
subjects were administered the following number of booster sessions: 
Subject 1, one; Subject 2, three; Subject 3, none; Subject 4, none; 
Subject 5, one; and Subject 6, six. 
For Subjects 1, 3, 4, and 5, Phase II consisted of the seven con-
ditions as specified in this chapter. Two of the subjects, however, 
Subjects 2 and 6, required a return to earlier, more intensive inter-
vention to maintain treatment gains. For Subject 2, Phase II consisted 
of the program conditions as specified until condition 14, when he was 
backed up to condition 9, Self-Evaluate/60 Minutes. During condition 
9, Subject 6 was backed up to condition 3. Both Subjects 2 and 6 re-
mained in the backup conditions to which they were returned until the 
end of the study. 
Data and Instrumentation 
Two primary dependent measures were included in the study: 
1) mean percentage of time engaged in appropriate classroom 
behavior per 10-minute observation period. 
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2) mean percentage of time engaged in inappropriate classroom 
behavior per 1O-minute observation period. 
Observations for the two dependent measures were made daily for all sub-
jects in the resource room and in their regular classrooms during re-
source room treatment (Phase I.). During the generalization and main-
tenance phase of the study, (Phase II), daily observations continued 
for all subjects in their regular classrooms. Additionally, frequent 
observations for the dependent measures were made for randomly selected 
classmates of subjects in the regular classrooms in both Phases I and 
I I. 
Observation Codes 
Observation codes for the two dependent measures were adapted 
from Contingencies for Learning Academic and Social Skills (CLASS) 
(Hops, Beickel, & Walker, 1976) and Program for Academic Survival 
Skills (PASS) (Greenwood, Nicholes, & Hops, 1974). A description of 
the codes utilized in assessing the two categories of behavior are 
as follows: 
I . Appropriate Classroom Behavior 
1. Attend--The student is looking at the teacher when the 
teacher is talking or presenting information to the 
individual or class, looking at materials in the class-
room that have to do with the lesson, or looking at a 
peer who is presenting related academic information to 
the class. Attending behavior is characterized by eye 
contact with (and head and body orientation in the di-
rection of) the appropriate classroom objects (teach~r 
or task). 
2. Work--The subject is engaged in or is completing tea-
cher-assigned tasks. Work responses are characterized 
by non-verbal, motor movements, if a written response 
is required. If the student is reading, progressive 
eye movement and page turning are evidenced. 
3. Volunteer--The subject raises his hand to offer infor-
mation or otherwise offers an appropriate response re-
lated to the on-going academic activity in response to 
a teacher's question or suggestion. 
4. Reading Aloud--The subject is observed to be reading 
orally in an individual structure during the reading 
period or when asked to do so by the teacher. The 
subject can be reading any form of printed material 
ranging from books, charts, blackboard , word cards, 
etc . 
5. Answering Questions--The subject is answering ques-
tions when called upon to do so by the teacher. 
6. Asking the Teacher a Question--After raising his hand 
to gain teacher attention, the subject asks the tea-
cher a question when she calls on him. 
7. Other--The subject exhibits appropriate classroom 
behavior as determined by classroom rules in operation 
in the classroom. 
II. Inappropriate Behavior 
1. Talking Out--The subject speaks without permission or 
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interrupts the teacher and another student who are 
talking to each other. 
2. Out-of-Chair--Movement of the subject from his chair 
when not permitted. Such movement may include leaving 
the chair to open the window, remove items or threaten 
to remove items from the teacher's or other students' 
desks, name-calling and moving around the room. 
3. Modified Out-of-Chair--Movement of the subject from 
his chair with some part of the body still touching 
the chair (exclude sitting on feet). 
4. Noise--The subject creates any audible noise other 
than vocalization. 
5. Rocking--The subject lifts one or more of his chair 
legs from the floor while he is seated in his chair. 
6. Noncompliance--Failure by the subject to initiate the 
appropriate response as requested by the teacher. 
7. Aggression--The subject makes movement toward another 
person so as to come into contact with him, whether 
directly or by using a material object as an exten-
sion of the hand. 
8. Other--The subject clearly violates school or class-
room rules or engages in behavior which prevents him 
from engaging in learning tasks and which are not 
otherwise specifically defined. Such behavior must 
be determined by the rules in operation in subjects' 
classrooms. Examples of such behavior may include 
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engaging singly in activities or tasks not approved 
by the teacher or related to the assigned academic 
tasks (i.e., combing hair, writing on desk, looking 
at or handling objects within the immediate area sur-
rounding the subject's desk or work area, not appro-
priate to the academic task at hand). 
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While the observation code provided an initial basis for determ-
ining whether behavior should be considered appropriate or inappropri-
ate, final determination was made in accordance with the classroom 
rules and expectations operating in a given setting. 
During Phase I in the resource room, observations were made us-
ing the observation code already described and on conjunction with a 
set of classroom rules introduced in that setting. All regular class-
room teachers whose students participated in the study were questioned 
at length regarding what was and what was not permitted in their class-
rooms. Appropriate and inappropriate behavior were coded in different 
classrooms taking individual teacher deviations into account. For ex-
ample, the mainstream teacher of Subject 1 did not care whether stu-
dents sat on their feet while seated at their desks. The teacher of 
Subject 2 did not require that students in her classroom raise their 
hand to talk or ask permission to get drinks or sharpen pencils. Stu-
dents were also permitted to get drinks or sharpen pencils without 
asking permission in the classroom of Subject 3. For Subjects 4 and 
6, teacher permission was not needed for sharpening pencils, and for 
Subject 5, there were no deviations from the observation code. In his 
classroom, permission was requir ed before students could speak or 
leave their seats for any reason. 
Recording Observations 
Observations were made for one child at a time on a continuous 
10-second observe-and-record schedule, similar to that used by Hops 
et al., (1976). During each 10-second interval, a student 1 s behavior 
was coded with an 11 111 for inappropriate behavior in the designated 
row on the observation form (see Appendix F for a copy of the form) 
for any 10-second interval in which one or more of the behaviors spe-
cified as inappropriate in the observation code is exhibited. An 11A11 
will denote any 10-second interval in which appropriate classroom 
behavior was demonstrated for the entire 10-second interval. 
Percentages of the two categories of coded behavior for each 10-
minute observation period were calculated by dividing the number of 
10-second observations coded with an 11 111 for inappropriate behavior or 
an "A11 for appropriate classroom behavior by the total number of ob-
servation intervals (60 and multiplying the obtained number by 100 
for that 10-minute observation period. · 
Percent '1 l II or "A" = number of 
11 lj 1 or "A" intervals 
total 11111 plus 11A11 intervals X 100 
During Phase l, each study subject was observed daily for at 
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least one 10-minute interval in both his regular classroom and the 
resource room. Regular classroom observations took place daily from 
9:00 to 10:30 A.M. while academic work was carried out, and resource 
room observations were conducted from 1:30 to 2:30 P.M. Randomly 
selected peers of subjects were also observed regularly from 9:00 to 
10:30 A.M. in their regular classrooms to provide normative data. Dur-
ing Phase II, daily 10-minute observations for subjects continued in 
their regular classrooms from 9:00 to 10:30 A.M. Peers continued to 
be observed frequently in the regular classrooms during this time 
period throughout Phase II, also. Thus, mean percentages of the two 
categories of coded behavior for each condition of Phase I and Phase 
II were calculated for subjects and their randomly selected peers, 
based on observations in the regular and res ource rooms. 
Observers were given a list of subjects and the times at which 
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they were to be observed for one week at a time. When a second obser-
ver was present in the regular classroom, observers were not aware of 
which students (study subjects or their normal peers) other observers 
were observing. Observers were asked to calibrate their stopwatches 
at the beginning of observation intervals whenever another observer 
was present and to avoid any form of communication with each other in 
regard to their observations. When two observers were present at the 
same time, they might or might not have been observing the same subject. 
The 1 ist of subjects with which observers were provided weekly were 
constructed using random selection without replacement to determine 
which student was to be observed during each 10-minute interval. 
Observer agreement checks were made on an average of at least 
four times during each of the fourteen conditions of Phases I and II 
for one 10-minute observat,·on ,·nterval. A greement was calculated by 
dividing the number of perfect agreements on the occurrences of coded 
behavior categories by th t t 1 b e o a num er of agreements plus disagreements 
fQr two observers. 
percent agreement= number of agreements for "I" + "A" total agreements+ disagreements X 100 
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Observer Selection and Training 
Six weeks before the first phase of the study was scheduled to 
begin, five observers were selected for training from those who re-
sponded to posted notices on the Utah State University campus. Ob-
servers were selected from the pool of respondents based on their 
availability for making observations during scheduled hours as needed 
and their understanding that if hired they were responsible for making 
scheduled observations or arranging for one of the other observers to 
assume their responsibiiities in the event that unanticipated ab-
sence occurred. Observers were paid minimum wage for the hours they 
spent in training and observation. All of the observers were under-
graduate students, and only one had previous observation experi-
ence. Two of the observers were majoring in psychology, the third 
was majoring in special education, and the fourth was majoring in ele-
mentary education. During the third week that observations took place, 
one of the observers majoring in psychology dropped out of the study 
because of an unexpected schedule conflict and was replaced by another 
psychology major. All participating observers were the same for the 
remainder of the study. 
Observer training began with discussion and explanation of the 
observation recording form and observation code to be used in the 
study. Modeling and role-playing of examples and nonexamples of be-
haviors included in the observation code and of situations similar to 
those expected in the study were demonstrated for observer trainees, 
and the way in which behaviors were to be coded were explained in de-
tail. Variations in classroom rules for the resource room and the 
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regular classrooms were also explained and then modeled and role-played. 
Observer trainees then practiced recording behavior in the regular and 
resource classrooms and were given feedback and clarification as needed 
by the researcher until reliability was consistently attained at ac-
ceptable levels. Observers were required to achieve at least 85% 
agreement with reliability checkers on three successive trials to 
participate in the study. 
In order to help control for observer drift, the researcher con-
ducted reliability checks with each observer at least once each week 
during their scheduled observations. The observation code was dis-
cussed with observers and revised as unanticipated and unusual be-
haviors occurred throughout the study, so that the group would continue 
to observe and record consistently. Observers were encouraged to bring 
up any questions they had concerning their observations with the re-
searcher. To minimize the presence of observer bias, observers were 
not informed of the study purpose until the research was completed. 
Data Analysis 
Research Design 
A multiple baseline across pairs of subjects design was used to 
examine variation of individual subjects' behavior. Demonstration of 
experimental control in using this design is based on the visualization 
of the baseline and subsequent study conditions as separate A-8 de-
signs for the dependent measures with the A or baseline phase for sub-
sequent subject pairs continuing until the treatment procedures are 
implemented. The treatment may be credited with control of the chan-
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ges which occur when the changes in the levels for the dependent mea-
sures do not occur until the treatment is applied to that particular 
subj ect pair and when the levels for the dependent measures remain 
relatively constant until the treatment is applied. Targeted behaviors 
are assumed to be independent of each other for the changes to occur 
as described (Hersen & Barlow, 1976). 
In the present study, pairs of subjects served as controls for 
each other, so that treatment effects could be assessed. A multiple 
baseline design was used, since reinstatement of baseline conditions was 
considered particularly undesirable in this case. That is, successful 
reimplementation of baseline would result in a substantial increase 
in students' inappropriate classroom behavior. The use of frequent 
measurements in the single subject analysis was expected to provide a 
clear, reliable description of how individual subjects varied in re-
sponse to different treatment conditions. 
The pair of students receiving resource room treatment whose be-
havior and academic work reached appropriate and stable levels first 
were introduced to generalization and maintenance conditions first. 
An average of at least 80 percent appropriate behavior in the resource 
room over the last four day period was required for subjects' full-time 
return to their regular classrooms. Additional pairs of students were 
introduced to subsequent experimental conditions approximately four 
days apart. Percentages of the two dependent measures were calculated 
and graphed daily for all subjects in their regular classrooms through-
out the study. 
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In using the multiple baseline across pairs of subjects design, 
experimental control over subjects' behavior was demonstrated in the 
change and maintenance of the change in the dependent measure percen-
tages for subjects from Phase I (resource room treatment) to Phase II 
(generalization and maintenance in the regular classroom) as Phase II 
procedures were introduced to pairs of subjects. Conversely, depen-
dent measure percentages for pairs of subjects who had not yet been 
introduced to Phase II procedures remained relatively constant in their 
regular classrooms. In this way, percentages for the dependent mea-
sures in the regular classroom during Phase I served as a baseline for 
Phase II and behavior in the resource room for Phase I could be moni-
tored for generalization to and maintenance in the regular classroom 
during Phase II. Although approximate timelines for study conditions 
were delineated prior to conducting the study, baseline and treatment 
condition stability and acceptable levels of appropriate behavior as 





The main purpose of this study was to determine whether a combi-
nation of intervention procedures emphasizing students' self-evaluation 
of their own classroom behavior initiated in a short-term resource room 
treatment and extended into regular classroom settings would be effec-
tive in generalizing and maintaining increased rates of appropriate 
behavior and decreased rates of inappropriate classroom behavior. The 
major focus of the study was on the generalization and maintenance of 
treatment gains to subjects' regular classrooms rather than on the 
means by which those t reatment gains were obtained in the resource set-
ting. However, a summary of the treatment data from the resource room 
will be provided first for comparison with regular classroom data for 
Phase I and to aid in understanding the generalization and mainten-
ance aspects of the study. 
Ini tially, three dependent measures were used: (l) percentage of 
disrupt i ve-negative behavior (e.g., aggression, noncompliance, and 
highly disruptive behavior), (2) percentage of other inappropriate be-
havior (e.g., talking out, out-of-seat, rocking in chair, and (3) per-
centage of appropriate behavior (e.g., attending, working, answering 
questions, volunteering). Because the percentage of disruptive-nega-
tive behavior as defined by the observation code was extremely low or 
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nonexistent for most of the subjects throughout the study, percentages 
of disruptive-negative and other inappropriate behavior were collapsed 
for reporting purposes. Thus, results have been examined in terms of 
two dependent measures: appropriate and inappropriate behavior for 
both resource room and regular classroom settings. However, only re-
sults for appropriate behavior will be reported in this section, since 
inappropriate behavior figures are a function of the appropriate be-
havior percentages. That is, inappropriate behavior percentages may 
be obtained by subrracting reported appropriate behavior figures from 
100%. (See Appendix G for average inappropriate behavior percentages 
for Phase I and Phase II.) 
Phase I-Resource Room 
Resource Room Conditions 
The first study phase took place in a resource room setting. The 
si x subjects were exposed to a baseline period and si x subsequent con-
di tions in the resource room over a 15 to 17 week period before being 
returned to their regular classrooms on a full-time basis. The condi-
tions in Phase I were Baseline (10 days), External Reinforcement/ 
Feedback (10 days), Matching Evaluations with the Teacher/100 % (9 days), 
Matching Evaluations with the Teacher/50 % (6 days), Matching Evalua-
tions with the Teacher/33 1/3% (5 days), Matching Evaluations with the 
Teacher/16 2/3 % (8 days) and No Matching with the Teacher (4-8) days. 
Summary of Phase I Group Data 
Figure 1 and Table 1 present a summary of average appropriate be-
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room settings. After completion of the ten day baseline condition with 
an average of 34% appropriate behavior in the regular classroom, the 
group as a whole averaged 38% appropriate behavior over the remaining 
six conditions and 42 treatment days of Phase I. Mean percentages 
for the group ranged from 26 to 52% after the resource room baseline, 
and trended upward during the last five conditions. 
During this same time period, the behavior for the group as a whole 
averaged 92% appropriate in the resource room. This represents a 57% 
increase in appropriate behavior over the baseline average of 35%. Per-
centages for appropriate behavior in the resource room were stable 
once intervention began with percentages for the group ranging from 88 
to 95% for the six treatment conditions. 
Once resource room treatment (External Reinforcement/Feedback) was 
implemented, the group of subjects averaged well above the preset 
criterion of 80% appropriate behavior in the resource room throughout 
Phase I. In the regular classroom, however, the reverse was true with 
none of the subjects averaging above the 80% average appropriate beha-
vior figure in their regular classrooms during any of the resource room 
treatment conditions. 
Summary of Phase I Data for Individual Subjects 
During the 10 day resource room baieline period, average appropri-
ate behavior for individual subjects ranged from 25 to 54% in their 
regular classrooms. In the resource room, average appropriate beha-
vior was very similar, ranging from 20 to 51% for individual subjects 
during the same time period. It is interesting to note that Subject 1, 
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who exhibited the highest appropriate behavior average (54%) in the 
regular classroom during baseline displayed the lowest average (20%) 
in the resource room (see Figure 2 and Table 2). Conversely, Subject 
5 exhibited the lowest appropriate behavior average (25%) in the reg-
ular classroom but displayed the highest appropriate behavior aver-
age (51%) in the resource room during baseline (see Figure 3 and 
Table 3). 
Following the resource room baseline , appropriate behavior for 
Subject 1 averaged 39% in the regular classroom. For all of Phase I, 
appropriate behavior for Subject 1 was extremely variable in the 
regular classroom with session percentages ranging from Oto 90%. In 
the resource room, his appropriate behavior averaged 92% for the si x 
conditions following baseline, an increase of 72% over the baseline 
average of 20% appropriate. Percentages for the si x conditions 
ranged from 87 to 97% in the resource room. 
Average appropriate behavior for Subject 2 ranged from 19 to 49% 
for Phase I conditions in the regular classroom, with an average of 
38% during baseline. Again, variability was extreme, with session 
percentages ranging from Oto 98%. After exhibiting an average of 45% 
appropriate behavior in the resource room during baseline, average 
appropriate for Subject 2 ranged from 88 to 98% for the remaining Phase 
I conditions. Figure 4 and Table 4 summarize Phase I percentages for 
appropriate behavior. Average appropriate behavior for Subject 3 fol-
lowed a pattern similar to that for Subject 2 in the resource room with 
a baseline average of 39% and a range of 94 to 99% average appropriate 
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Figure 3. Percentage of appropriate behavior for Subject 5 in the re~ular and 
resource classrooms during Phase I. 
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behavior for Subject 3 in the regular class during baseline (27%) was 
somewhat lower than that for Subject 2 during the same time and was 
more variable, ranging from 3 to 63% average for subsequent conditions. 
Figure 5 and Table 5 depict this information. During baseline, aver-
age appropriate behavior for Subject 6 in the regular classroom (31%) 
was also comparable to that for Subject 2 for baseline (see Figure 6 
and Table 6). The range for Subject 6 for the remaining conditions 
in the regular classroom for average appropriate behavior was 23 to 
60%, rouqhly comparable to the range of appropriate behavior for Sub-
ject 2. While average appropriate behavior for Subject 6 during 
baseline in the resource room (24%) was considerably below the 45% 
average in that setting for Subject 2, the average appropriate per-
centage range for remaining conditions in the resource room (84 to 
99%) was much the same as that for Subject 2 (87 to 98%) . 
Appropriate behavior in the regular classroom for Subject 4 dif-
fered from that of other subjects (see Figure 7 and Table 7). While 
his average appropriate behavior during baseline in his regular class 
was 30% and was comparable dur i ng the next two conditions (34 and 33%, 
respectively), it increased during the fourth condition (Match Teacher 
Evaluations/SO %) to an average of 74% and remained at similar levels 
for the remaining three conditions (69, 65, and 71%, respectively). 
None of the other subjects exhibited a similar behavior pattern in 
the regular classroom. Appropriate behavior per centages in the regular 
setting varied widely, however. In the resource room the pattern of 
appropriate behavior for Subject 4 did not differ from that of other 
subjects. His baseline average was 32% appropriate, with an average 
~ 100 -~ -
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Figure 7. Percentage of appropriate behavior for Subject 4 in the regular and 
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percentage range from 84 to 96% for subsequent conditions. Appropriate 
behavior was more stable in the resource room that it was in the regu-
lar classroom. 
Average appropriate behavior for Subject 5 also differed from 
that of other subjects in that more extreme variability was evidenced 
in both regular and resource rooms across Phase I conditions (see 
Figure 3 and Table 3). In the regular classroom, average appropriate 
behavior for Subject 5 was 25% during baseline (the lowest of the six 
subjects) with a range of Oto 100% for subsequent conditions. After 
baseline, appropriate behavior for Subject 5 averaged 28% for Phase I 
as a whole. Appropriate behavior in the resource room averaged 51% 
during baseline and averaged 91% in that setting for remaining Phase 
I conditions. Percentages for average appropriate behavior for Subject 
5 ranged from 12 to 100% during Phase I in the resource room. The 80% 
average appropriate figure for Subject 5 for the first treatment con-
dition after baseline was the lowest condition mean for appropriate 
behavior in the resource room evidenced by any of the subjects for any 
of the conditions following baseline in Phase I. 
Matching of Student Self-Evaluations with Teacher Evaluations 
One of the primary objectives of the resource room treatment was 
to bring the behavior of the subjects under the control of the matching 
procedure which required subjects to match or closely approximate the 
teacher's evaluations of their behavior and academic performance on a 
0 to 5 point scale. Initially, a token system and evaluative feedback 
were introduced by the teacher to obtain behavioral control. The match-
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ing procedure was then initiated to teach students to monitor and 
evaluate their own behavior. Once students were displaying high levels 
of appropriate behavior and were matching the teacher's evaluations for 
their work and behavior accurately, the matching procedure was gradu-
ally faded in several stages until subjects were evaluating their own 
academic work and behavior and were keeping the number of points they 
awarded themselves most of the time. 
A match between student self-evaluations and teacher evaluations 
for academic work and behavior was scored if student self-evaluations 
exactly matched teacher evaluations or were within one point higher or 
lower than teacher evaluations. Based on these criteria, student self-
evaluations matched teacher evaluations 93% of the time during Phase I 
in the resource room. Average percentages across subjects for matching 
during Phase I conditions ranged from 82 to 100%. 
It should be noted that no actual overt matching of teacher and 
student evaluations was planned for the No Match condition, and no 
actual matching took place initially during that condition. However, 
some students began to give themselves high ratings (and corresponding 
point awards) even when their work and behavior did not warrant high 
ratings. To encourage a return to accurate self-evaluation, an occasion-
al "surprise" match with the teacher was staged every two or three days 
for one reinforcement interval. During the No Match condition when 
"surprise" matches were not conducted, the teacher continued to rate 
and record student work and behavior privately and independently of 
student evaluations. Comparison of student self-evaluations and inde-
pendent teacher evaluations (including "surprise" matching and no match-
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ing) during the No Match condition revealed 89% matching even when 
students were basically responsible for their own evaluations and 
teacher matching was unlikely to occur. The mean percentage of agree-
ment for student and teacher evaluation ratings in the resource room 
for Phase I are listed in Table 8. 
Phase II-Generalization and Maintenance of Treatment 
Gains in the Regular Classroom 
Generalization and Maintenance Conditions 
The second phase of the study, the major focus of this experi-
ment, was concerned with the extent to which treatment gains achieved 
in the resource room transferred and maintained in the subjects' regu-
lar classrooms after the resource room treatment was discontinued. 
Seven Phase II conditions were introduced to one pair of subjects at a 
time over a period of 34 school days (April through May) in a multiple 
baseline across pairs of subjects design. The conditions in Phase II 
were Generalization and Maintenance/Evaluation 30 Minutes, Generaliza-
tion and Maintenance/Evaluation 60 Minutes, Generalization and Main-
tenance/Evaluation VR 2 Days, Generalization and Maintenance/No Points, 
Generalization and Maintenance/Verbal Evaluation VR 2 Days, and No Ver-
bal Evaluation. The length of the conditions varied among subjects 
for different conditions. 
While all subjects were exposed to Phase I conditions at the same 
time, the nature of the multiple baseline across pairs of subjects de-
sign necessitated exposure to Phase II conditions for different pairs 
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could serve as experimental controls for each other. Individual 
variability within two of the subject pairs required that their pro-
gression through the prescribed fading sequence be tailored to meet 
their needs. Presentation of the data will describe intervention 
variations where they occurred with data presented first for the group 
of subjects and then for individual subjects as they relate to the spe-
cific objectives of the study. 
Summary of Results for the Group of Subjects 
Percentages of appropriate behavior were calculated daily for all 
subjects in their regular classrooms. Once Phase II began, all sub-
jects exhibited initial inc r eases in · their avera .ge appropriate be-
havior in their regular classrooms over Phase I regular classroom data . 
For the group as a whole, average appropriate behavior in the resource 
room for Phase I was relatively comparable to that observed in the first 
condition of Phase II, indicating that approprjate behavior gains had 
transferred to the regular classrooms. Additionally, all subjects main-
tained higher appropriate behavior in their regular classrooms during 
Phase II than they had in Phase I. 
As a whole, the group of subjects averaged 92% appropriate beha-
vior in Phase II in their regular classrooms. Appropriate behavior in 
that setting incr~ased 54% over the Phase I average of 38%. Figure 
8 portrays group data, and Table 9 summarizes group data for Phase II. 
Summary of Results for Individual Subjects 
Figure 9 portrays average appropriate behavior session percentages 
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Figure 9. Summary of Phase I and Phase II session mean percentages of 
appropriate behavior for individual subjects for the multiple 
baseline across pairs of subjects design. 
91 
other in the multiple baseline across pairs of subjects design. A 
description of the data for each subject as it corresponds to other 
subjects and responded to the implementation of Phase II intervention 
is provided. 
During the six treatment conditions of Phase I, Subject l aver-
aged 92% appropriate behavior in the resource room (39% in the regu-
lar classroom). His average appropriate behavior during the first 
condition of Phase II, 92%, equals his overall average during Phase I. 
Average appropriate behavior of 93% for Subject l for Phase II as a 
whole indicates that high levels of appropriate behavior maintained in 
the regular classroom for the duration of the study. Figure 10 and 
Table 10 summarize this information. 
Overall appropriate behavior for Subject 3 in the resource room 
during Phase I averaged 96% appropriate and averaged 34% appropriate 
in the regular classroom. During the first condition of Phase II, his 
average appropriate behavior in the regular classroom increased to 
91%, indicating that the gains had transferred from the resource room. 
His 94% appropriate average for Phase II as a whole also demonstrates 
that gains maintained in the regular classroom throughout the study. 
Figure 11 and Table 11 display this information. 
The pattern of average appropriate behavior gains for Subject 5 
which transferred from the resource room and maintained in the regular 
classroom is similar to that for Subjects l and 3. During Phase I, 
appropriate behavior for Subject 5 averaged 91% in the resource room 
and averaged 28% in the regular classroom. During the first condition 
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Figure 10. Mean percentage of appropriate behavior for Subject l in the resource and regular classrooms 
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Figure 11. Percentage of appropriate b havior for Subject 3 in the tesource and regular classroom 
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aParentheses indicate session percentage ranges by conditions and across conditions for Phase II. 
96 
appropriate behavior likewise averaged 93%. Appropriate behavior gains 
for Subject 5 thus appeared to transfer to the regular classroom and 
were maintained for the duration of the study. Figure 12 and Table 
12 summarize these data. 
In the regular classroom, average appropriate behavior for Subject 
4 trended upward in Phase I and was higher (58% appropriate) for Phase 
I as a whole in the regular classroom than for Subjects l, 3, and 5. 
Subject 4 averaged 92% appropriate behavior in the resource room dur-
ing Phase I. However, his average appropriate behavior during the first 
condition of Phase II in the regular classroom (97% appropriate) in-
creased still further over the last condition of Phase I. The gain 
for Subject 4 from Phase I to Phase II was not as great as for Subjects 
l, 3, and 5, since his average appropriate behavior in the regular 
classroom for Phase I was already somewhat higher than their averages. 
The 91% appropriate behavior figure for Subject 4 for Phase II as a 
whole demonstrated that appropriate behavior gains maintained in the 
regular classroom. Figure 13 and Table 13 depict these data. 
Subject 2 averaged 92% appropriate behavior in the resource room 
(31% in the regular classroom) during Phase I. During the first con-
dition of Phase II, his appropriate behavior averaged 88% in the regu-
lar classroom, suggesting that increased appropriate behavior gains 
transferred to that setting at least initially. For the subsequent four 
Phase II conditions, his behavior remained, on the average, well above 
the 80% criterion level. During the seven conditions of Phase II, Sub-
ject 2 was administered six booster sessions. Because average appropri-
ate behavior decreased to 66% during condition 13 for Subject 2, he 
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Figure 12. Percentage of appropriate b havior for Subject 5 in the resource and regular classrooms 
during Phase I and in the regular classrooms during Phase II. 
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Figure 13. Percentage of appropriate b havior for Subject 4 in the resource and regular classrooms 
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was returned to Generalization and Maintenance/Evaluate 60 Minutes, 
which was the second Phase II condition. The second Phase II condi-
tion was selected since the subject had experienced success in meeting 
the study criterion during that condition and because his teacher 
and the researcher judged that he would again experience success with 
that level of intervention. However, with this modification, appropri-
ate behavior still averaged only 76%. For Subject 2, then, behavior 
gains appeared to transfer initially but did not maintain at that 
level. Average appropriate behavior for Subject 2 did not meet the 
study criterion of 80% for all Phase II conditions. However, for Phase 
II as a whole, appropriate behavior for Subject 2 averaged 82% appro-
priate, a 51% increase in appropriate behavior in the regular class-
room over Phase . I. Figure 14 and Table 14 summarize data for Subject 
2. 
During Phase I, Subject 6's appropriate behavior had averaged 92% 
i n the resource room and 39% appropriate in his regular classroom . With 
an appropriate behavior average of 73% in the regular classroom for the 
first condition of Phase II, an increase in appropriate behavior gains 
was present, even though it did not meet the specified criterion . The 
decision was made to return the subject to the third condition to which 
he had been exposed in Phase I, Match Teacher Evaluation/100 %, since he 
had successfully met the study criterion with that level of intervention . 
Even with the more intensive form of intervention, appropriate behavior 
was unstable and averaged only slightly higher (82% appropriate) than 
the criterion. During Phase II conditions, three booster sessions were 
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Figure 14. Percentage of appropriate behavior for Subject 2 in the resource and regular classrooms 
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aParentheses indicate session percentage ranges by conditions and across conditions for Phase II. 





Subject 6 was not moved further through subsequent Phase I or 
Phase II conditions. His increased appropriate behavior could be main-
tained in his regular classroom, but only by retaining a higher level 
of intervention than originally planned. For Phase II as a whole, 
appropriate behavior for Subject 6 averaged 78% appropriate in the 
regular classroom, an increase of 39% appropriate behavior over Phase 
I. A summary of the data for Subject 6 is found in Figure 15 and 
Table 15. 
Matching of Student Evaluations with Teacher Evaluations 
During the resource room treatment, subjects were taught to match 
or closely approximate their teachers' evaluations of their behavior 
and academic work once their behavior had been brought to acceptable 
levels with external reinforcement. The matching procedure was then 
gradually faded until students were evaluating and controlling their 
own behavior without teacher assistance most of the time. The goal 
during the generalization and maintenance portion of the treatment 
was to gradually fade remaining matching occurrences (written and 
verbal) until teacher intervention was minimal and subjects were in 
complete control of their own behavior. 
··During Phase II, an actual match between teacher evaluations and 
student self-evaluations took place only occasionally at the discre-
tion of regular teachers. These "surprise" evaluatiqns by teachers 
and students were counted as a match if student self-evaluations ex-
actly matched teacher evaluations or were within one point higher or 
lower than teacher evaluations. When actual or "surprise" matches 
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Figure 15. Percentage of appropriate b havior for Subject 6 in the resource and regular classrooms · 








Mean Percentage and Session Percentage Ranges of Appropriate 
Behavior for Subject 6 During Phase II 
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were not conducted, teachers continued to privately rate and record 
student work and behavior. 
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Matching percentage figures for Phase II include data for matching 
of teacher and student evaluations when both evaluated student work 
behavior privately and independently as well as when actual matches 
occurred. During Phase II, student self-evaluations matched teacher 
evaluations 88% of the time and ranged from 79 to 97% across the dif-
ferent conditions for the group. While the 88% matching for Phase II 
represented an 8% decrease from the 96% matching present during Phase 
I, it still represents an acceptable level of performance. Matching 
percentages for Phase II conditions are listed in Table 16. 
Interobserver Reliability Checks 
0bserverations were made by each observer for one child at a time 
on a continuous 10-second observe-and record schedule. During each 10-
second interval, the subject's behavior was coded with an "A" if appro-
priate classroom as specified in the observation code had been exhibit -
ed for the entire 10-second interval. An "I" denoted any 10-second 
interval in which inappropriate classroom behavior was demonstrated 
for the entire 10-second interval. 
Interobserver reliability checks were made throughout the study on 
an average of 4.07 times · per condition. Agreement was calculated by 
dividing the number of perfect agreements on the intervals of coded 
behavior categories by the total number of agreements plus disagreements 
for the two observers. For the study as a whole, interobserver relia-
bility averages ranged from 90 to 99% and averaged 94% across all 
Table 16 
Mean Percentage Agreement of Student Ratings With Teacher Ratings 
· in the Regular Classroom During Phase II · 
Phase II Conditions 
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conditions. Reliability percentages for Phases I and II are summarized 
in Table 17. 
Social Validation 
Social validation took two forms: l) evaluation of behavior 
change within the framework of normative peer data, and 2) feedback 
from individuals who had an interest or involvement in the experimen-
tal program. These two forms of social validation are recommended 
by Greenwood, Hops, Walker, Guild, Stokes, Young, Keleman, and Willard-
son (1979). 
Validation with Normative Peer Data 
On an average of at least once each day that subjects were ob-
served, observations were also made on randomly selected peers of sub-
jects in their regular classrooms during every study condition. The 
same observation codes and procedures used to make observations of 
subjects were used to obtain data for randomly selected peers' appro-
priate and inappropriate classroom behavior. 
The purpose of obtaining normative data was to make comparisons 
between subjects and their peers in order to estimate the practical 
importance of the changes produced by the intervention. Following an 
average for appropriate behavior of 86% during the time of resource 
room baseline, randomly selected classmates of subjects averaged 90% 
appropriate behavior in their classrooms during the 42 days of Phase 
I which followed the resource room baseline period. Thus, appropriate 
behavior remained essentially unchanged from baseline for Phase I as 
a whole for peers. 
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During Generalization and Maintenance/Evaluate 30 Minutes, the 
first condition of Phase II, randomly selected classmates of subjects 
averaged 93% appropriate behavior. For Phase II as a whole, average 
appropriate behavior was 94%. Average appropriate behavior for ran-
domly selected peers is similar across during Phases I and II, indi-
cating that their initial high level of appropriate behavior maintained 
throughout the study. Figure 16 and Table 18 summarize average appro-
priate behavior percentages for peers throughout all the study con-
ditions. 
Comparison of data for the group of subjects as a whole with their 
peers reveals that during the Phase I resource room baseline period, a 
difference of 52% existed between the two for average appropriate be-
havior in the regular classroom. During baseline, subjects averaged 
34% appropriate behavior, while their peers averaged 86% appropriate. 
Resource room percentages closely correspond to percentages for sub-
jects' appropriate behavior in their regular classrooms. 
Over the 42 days and si x treat ment conditions of Phase I following 
baseline, subjects' average appropriate behavior in their regular class-
rooms was 38% compared to 90% appropriate for their randomly selected 
classmates. However, in the resource room, for the six treatment con-
ditions of Phase I, subjects averaged 92% appropriate behavior. These 
resource room figures are comparable to those for randomly selected 
classmates in their regular classrooms during the same period of time. 
Once intervention was programmed into subjects' regular classrooms 
in the first condition of Phase II, their average appropriate behavior 
was 89% in that setting. Randomly selected peers averaged 93% appro-
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w 
priate behavior during the same time. Behavior for both, then, was 
relatively similar for the Generalization and Maintenance/Evaluate 
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30 Minutes condition. Implementing the reduced form of self-evaluation 
int ervention in the regular classroom resulted in an increase of 51% 
appropriate behavior for subjects in that setting over Phase I, while 
behavior of randomly selected peers remained relatively unchanged. 
During Phase II as a whole, subjects averaged 92% appropriate be-
havior in their regular classrooms while their randomly selected peers 
averaged 94% appropriate. For both groups of students, behavior per-
centages are similar for Phase II, suggesting that practical differ-
ences for subjects' average appropriate behavior had occurred during 
the course of the study. 
Validation with Reports of Involved Persons 
Questionnaires were distributed to subjects' regular teachers and 
parents to obtain information regarding how they perceived the worth 
and merit of the study. The subjects themselves were also interviewed 
to obtain similar feedback. Appendix H contains copies of the teacher 
and parent questionnaires and subject question/response forms. 
All of the questionnaires distributed to subjects' teachers were 
returned . However, out of the six questionnaires mailed to subjects' 
parents with stamped, addressed reply envelopes, only two were returned. 
Follow-up letters ten days later did not result in the return of more 
questionnaires from parents. Phone calls were made to the four parents 
who did not respond to the mailed questionnaires. Out of the four, 
only two were reached, but those two parents agreed to respond to the 
115 
questionnaire when the purpose and importance of the information was 
explained. Subsequent phone calls to the remaining two parents failed 
to generate further responses. The six subjects were questioned di-
rectly by the researcher, using a structured interview format. Their 
responses were recorded in writing on response forms. 
Student Satisfaction with the Program. Judgment of satisfaction 
was based on the Yes/No responses of the six subjects. On the whole, 
students viewed the self-control training positively. For example, 
all six students liked earning points with which to purchase treats 
and toys in the program. Five of the six subjects thought that earn-
ing points and using the self-evaluation cards helped them work and 
behave better in the resource room, although only three thought that 
the cards also helped in the regular classroom setting. Four of the 
six students said they still worked and behaved better even after they 
stopped earning points, and four said the classroom rules helped them 
behave better in the resource room. Most of the students said they 
liked coming to the resource room and would want to come again. Since 
learning to self-evaluate their own work and behavior, five of the six 
students stated that their regular teachers said nicer things about 
their work, and four said their regular teachers said nicer things 
about their behavior. 
On the less positive side, five students said they would rather 
not use their self-evaluation cards in the resource room, and four 
would rather not use them in the regular classroom either. Only half 
of the students (three) thought the classroom rules helped them work 
and behave better in their regular classrooms. Only two of the six 
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students said that they had rated their work and behavior to them-
selves even when they were not using self-evaluation cards. Four of 
the six students said that using the self-evaluation cards in the 
resource room made them nervous, and three said using them in the regu-
lar classroom made them nervous. A frequency distribution of student 
responses to questions appears in Table 19, and comments made by stu-
dents regarding the program are included in Appendix I. 
Teacher Satisfaction with the Program. Based on a 5-point rating 
scale (l=low, 3=average, S=high), the average satisfaction ratings for 
different questionnaire items were very high. Satisfaction with self-
control training program as a whole was rated an average of 4.0. Tea-
chers also rated the success of the program high in improving the stu-
dents' behavior (4.2) and academic performance (4.0) during the hour 
of the day the self-evaluation card was in use. Somewhat lower ratings 
were given for times of the day other than when the self-evaluation 
card was in use for behavior (3.2) and academic performances (3.l) 
although these ratings were still slightly above average. A frequency 
distribution of teacher responses to questions appears in Table 20. 
High ratings were also given for the verbal instructions (4.4) and 
the written instructions (4.8) received by teachers in regard to pro-
gram implementation and for the usefulness of this type of program for 
students of other teachers they knew (4.6). Less than average ratings 
were given for the day-to-day work load expected for program implemen-
tation (2.3) and for the cumbersomness of the required procedures (2.7), 
indicating that teachers did not find implementing the program to be 
difficult to manage. 
Table 19 
Frequency Distribution of Student 
Responses to Interview Questions 
Question 
l. Do you think using the self-evaluation cards helped you 
work and behave better 
a. in the special class? 
b. in the regular class? 
2. Did you like earning points in the program? 
3. Did earning points help you work and behave better 
a. in the special class? 
b. in the regular class? 
4. If yes, did you still work and behave better after you 
stopped earning points? 
5. Do you like earning treats and toys with points? 
6. Did you like coming to the special class? 
7. Would you want to come to the special class again? 
8. Since you've learned to evaluate your own work and be-




9. Would you rather not use the self-evaluation cards 
a. in the special class? 
b. in the regular class? 
10. Do you think the classroom rules helped you work and 
behave better 
a. in the special class? 
b. in the regular class? 
11. Do you ever rate your work and behavior to yourself, 
even when you're not using a self-evaluation card? 
12. Does using a self-evaluation card make you nervous 
a. in the special class? 
































Frequency Distribution and Mean Ratings for Teacher Responses to 
the Teacher Satisfaction Questionnaire (l=low, 3=average, 5=hiqh) _ 
l. In general, how would you rate your sati sfa ction with the 
self-control training program as a whole? 
2. How successful would you rate the program in improving 
the student's · 
a. behavior during the hour of the day he used his self-
evaluation card? 
b. behavior at times of the day other than when he used 
his self-evaluation card? 
c. academic performance during the hour of the day he 
used his self-evaluation card? 
d. academic performance at times of the day other than 
when he used his self-evaluation card? 
3. How would you rate the usefulness of verbal instructions 
and feedback given you in regard to implementing the 
program? 
4. How would you rate the usefulness of written instructions 
given you fn regard to implementing the program? 
5. How would you rate the usefulness of this type of self-
Rating 
2 3 4 5 
0 0 0 5 0 
0 0 0 4 
0 2 2 0 
0 0 3 
0 2 2 0 
0 0 
0 0 0 
control training for students of other teachers you know? 0 0 0 2 
6. How would you evaluate the day-to-day work load expected 
of you once the student was using his self-evaluation card 
in your class room? 
7. How cumbersome would you rate the procedures you were 
expected to follow? 
8. How would you rate the student's satisfaction or enjoyment 
of the self-control training program 
a. when he was participating in the hour long special 
afternoon class? 
b. when he used the program in the regular classroom? 
9. What is the likelihood that you would refer students to 
this program if it were offered again? 
10. To what extent have you received feedback from parents 
about the program? 
11. How would you rate parent satisfaction with the program? 
12. How would you evaluate your interactions with the data 
takers in your classroom? 








0 0 0 3 2 
2 0 
0 0 4 0 
0 0 3 





















Teachers perceived high student satisfaction for the resource room 
component of the intervention (4.1) as well as for the program in the 
regular ~lassroom (4.0). They indicated the likelihood was also high 
(4.5) that they would refer students to the program again. 
Although teacher ratings were low (2.8) concerning the extent to 
which they had received parental feedback regarding the program, they 
still rated parental satisfaction higher than average (3.5). They 
also rated favorably the required interactions with the data collectors 
in their classrooms (4.1) and with the program coordinator (5.0). 
In general, teachers indicated that they found the self-evaluation 
program very effective in improving student behavior and academic per-
formance during the time of the day that self-evaluation procedures 
were in use. For other times of the day, the program was not as effec-
tive, although behavior and academic performance were still judged a-
bove average. Teachers found the program easy to use and would recom-
ment it for other teachers and use it again themselves for their stu-
dents with unacceptable classroom behavior . They also said that stu-
dents li~ed the program but that they had received little feedback 
from parents regarding their satisfaction with the program and· their 
children's classroom gains. Specific written comments made by teachers 
on their questionnaires are found in Appendix I. 
Parent Satisfaction with the Program. Responses from the four 
out of six parents who returned their questionnaires were very favor-
able. A frequency distribution of parent responses to questions is 
found in Table 21. Ratings on a 5-point scale (l=low, 3=average, 5= 
high) for their general satisfaction with the ·self-control program 
Table21 
Frequency Distribution and Mean Ratings for Parent Responses to Parent 
Satiifaction Questionnaire (l=low, 3=average, 5=high) 
Question Rating 
2 3 4 5 Mean 
i. In general, how would you rate your 
1 eve 1 of satisfaction with the self-
contra 1 training program in which 
your child participated (January-
May)? 0 0 2 4.0 
2. How successful do you think the 
program was in improving your child's 
a. academic performance? 0 0 2 1 4._Q 
b. classroom behavior? 0 0 0 2 2 4-.~ 
3. How would you rate your child's sa-
tisfaction with his participation 
in the program? 0 0 2 2 4.0 
4. What is the likelihood that you 
would want your child enrolled in 
this program again if he were ex-
periencing similar difficulties in 
his regular classroom again? 0 0 0 2 2 4.5 
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averaged 4.0. In rating the program's success, a 4.0 was given for 
improving the child's academic performance and a 4.5 for improving 
behavior. Parents rated their child's satisfaction with the program 
high (4.0) as well. In the event that their child again experienced 
classroom difficulties, parents rated the likelihood they would want 
their child enrolled in the program again high (4.5). Specific com-





The field of special education has needed research documenting 
practical and effective procedures for obtaining stable behavior changes 
in handicapped students' regular classrooms after they have received 
initial treatment in special education settings. The present study 
addressed this need by investigating whether positive behavior changes 
acquired by Behaviorally/Emotionally Handicapped students during a 
short-term special education resource room treatment which emphasized 
self-evaluation procedures could be generalized to and maintained in 
students' regular classrooms utilizing greatly reduced or no treatment 
procedures. During the course of the resource room treatment, evalua-
tion and monitoring of students' behavior was gradually transferred 
from the teacher to the students. Once students were maintaining high 
levels of acceptable classroom behavior and were accurately using self-
evaluation procedures in the resource room, generalization and mainten-
ance of their behavioral improvements were sought by extending use of 
the self-evaluation procedures to students' regular classrooms. Treat-
ment components were then gradually faded until a reduced form or no 
form of the intervention remained. 
Major Findings 
Several questions guided this study: (1) Was there a difference 
between subjects' behavior before and after they have received treat-
ment? (2) How big were the differences? (3) Were the differences 
practical differences? (4) Did treatment effectiveness vary for dif-
ferent individuals? 
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(1) Was there a difference between subjects' behavior before and 
after they had received treatment? Large differences were found for 
subjects' regular classroom behavior before and after they had received 
treatment. The treatment procedures, which emphasized self-evaluation 
training, may be viewed as very effective both in obtaining behavioral 
control in the resource room setting and in transferring and maintaining 
behavior gains from the resource room to regular classrooms. 
It should be pointed out that during the last five Phase I 
conditions, appropriate behavior percentages for subjects in the regular 
classrooms trended upward, indicating that something was occurring which 
was affecting subjects' appropriate behavior in those settings. While 
it is possible that some generalization of behavior gains to the regular 
classrooms may have occurred without implementing systematic procedures 
to promote it, the literature suggests that instances of spontaneous 
generalization are rare (Stokes & Baer, 1977; Walker, 1979; Wildman & 
Wildman, 1975). In the present study, however, plausible rival hypothe-
ses to the notion of spontaneous generalization have been discounted by 
the multiple baseline across pairs of subjects design. If appropriate 
behavior percentages had continued the upward trend, it is possible 
' that they may have eventually reached acceptable, high levels without 
implementing generalization and maintenance procedures in subjects' reg-
ular classrooms. When and how much more treatment in the resource room 
would have been required to reach the study criterion of 80% appropriate 
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behavior may only be conjectured. In view of the duration and severity 
of subjects' behavior problems and based on the results of previous 
research which suggests that spontaneous generalization is uncommon, the 
idea that appropriate bheavior would have reached acceptable levels 
without extending generalization and maintenance procedures to subjects' 
regular classrooms has been rejected. 
(2) How big were the differences? As a group, subjects' average 
appropriate behavior after treatment was 54% higher in the regular 
classroom than it had been prior to treatment. For the four subjects 
who progressed through the program sequence as planned, the percent of 
average appropriate behavior (97%) exhibited after all forms of inter-
vention were withdrawn was 63% higher than before they had participated 
in the program. For the two subjects who required some form of inter-
vention to maintain treatment gains, appropriate behavior in the regu-
lar classroom was also considerably higher (39% and 51%) than it had 
been before participation in the program. 
(3) Were the differences practical -differences? After program 
participation, the increased percentage of appropriate classroom behav-
ior for the group of subjects reached levels essentially equivalent 
to that of randomly selected peers. For the four subjects who pro-
gressed as planned through the program sequence and maintained their 
improved behavior after a~l forms of intervention were withdrawn, the 
average appropriate behavior exhibited in the last study condition, 
(97%), actually exceeded that for randomly selected peers (96%). For 
one of the two subjects who required additional intervention to main-
tain behavior gains, appropri~te behavior was maintained above the study 
criterion of 80%. The remaining subject averaged 73% appropriate 
125 
behavior. These percentages are considerably higher for the two sub-
jects than the percentages representing their behavior prior to treat-
ment. 
When differences for subjects' appropriate behavior before and 
after treatment are examined in terms of satisfaction expressed by 
regular teachers, parents, and the subjects themselves and when com-
pared with normative peer data, the differences should be viewed as 
practical differences. Teachers and parents both expressed high levels 
of satisfaction with the program, in general, and indicated that they 
would support the use of the program again under similar circumstances. 
Teachers viewed program components as relatively easy to implement 
while carrying out their normal cl assroom duties. Students said they 
also liked the program and enjoyed trading the points they earned for 
treats and toys . In general, students thought that program procedures 
resulted in improved work and behavior in their regular classrooms and 
that their teachers said nicer things about their work and behavior 
after they had participated in the program. 
(4) Did treatment effectiveness vary for different individuals? 
Subjects 1, 3, 4, and 5 proceeded through the program sequence as 
planned and maintained high levels of appropriate behavior in their 
regular classrooms during Phase II, even after all forms of interven-
tion were withdrawn. For subjects 2 and 6, however, modifications in 
the program sequence were necessary to maintain acceptable levels of 
appropriate classroom behavior. By making modifications, it was pos-
sible to maintain appropriate behavior above the preset 80% criterion 
for Subjects 2 and 6 for Phase II as a whole. 
Examination of subject characteristics other then age reveals that 
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the four subjects who successfully progressed through the entire program 
sequence as planned varied wi~ely in regard to their current classroom 
placements and previous exposure to treatment programs. Two of the four 
subjects were placed full-time in regular classrooms, one in the first 
grade and the other in the second. A third subject spent his entire 
school day in a self-contained classroom for Behaviorally/Emotionally 
Handicapped students as a fifth grader, and the fourth spent approxi-
mately half of his school day in a self-contained classroom for the 
Behaviorally/Emotionally Handicapped and the other half in a regular 
first grade classroom. 
These four subjects had experienced either no previous formal in-
tervention for their behavior or had spent time in a self-contained 
classroom for Behaviorally/Emotionally Handicapped students other than 
the one in their current school. One of the subjects had been taking 
Ritalin for several years prior to his participation in the present 
study. This student was taken off medication permanently two weeks 
prior to the beginning of the resource room treatment (Phase I) and 
still progressed successfully through the program. 
School placements for the two subjects who required program modi-
fications were a full-time, regular fourth grade classroom placement and 
a full-time placement in a self-contained classroom for the Behavior-
ally/Emotionally Handicapped as a fifth grader. The student in the 
regular fourth grade classroom, Subject 2, had experienced no previous 
formal intervention for his behavior. Subject 6, the fifth grade stu-
dent in the self-contained classroom, however, had experienced a wide 
variety of school and community interventions, including regular ther-
apy sessions and scheduled contacts with a juvenile probation officer. 
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It is possible that an inconsistent reinforcement history in past 
and present school and community interventions may have contributed to 
the lessened impact of the present program on the behavior of Subject 6. 
A history of past inconsistent reinforcement has been suggested as 
influencing the effective use of self-control procedures by students 
(Glynn, 1973). The extremely deviant nature of the behavior of Subject 
6 may have also required a more structured and consistent implementation 
of behavior management procedures in his self-contained classroom than 
he presently appeared to be receiving. Subjective observations by the 
researcher indicated that expectations and contingencies for the pro-
gram were not clearly explained to the subject on a regular basis in 
his classroom. Additionally, program components did not appear to be 
carried out on time or exactly as specified all of the time. Behavior 
for Subject 6 in the highly structured and consistent resource room 
setting had been comparable to that for other subjects, indicating that 
the program components implemented systematically could be effective 
in bringing the subjects' behavior under control. 
For Subject 2, minimal teacher support in his regular classroom may 
be related to his performance. Observations by the researcher indicated 
that upon occasion the regular classroom teacher forgot to use the pro-
cedures entirely, unless prompted, or that she implemented them incor-
rectly or at the wrong times. On several occasions, Subject 2 spent 
a large part of his self-evaluation hour in a setting with no adult 
supervision (e.g. the school library) and was told he was on the "honor 
system" well before external control had been programmed for removal 
from the intervention. In spite of numerous prompts and discussions 
by the researcher with the teacher, she continued to rely mainly on 
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reprimands to manage the subjects' behavior and made very little use of 
praising or ignoring as management tactics. 
It is interesting to note that during Phase II, Subjects 2 and 
6 self-evaluated their academic work and classroom behavior less accur-
ately than any of the other subjects. For Subjects 2 and 6, accurate 
matching of self-evaluations with teacher evaluations occurred 70% and 
59% of the time, respectively. Subjects l, 3, 4, and 5, who had pro-
gressed through the program without modifications, matched teacher 
evaluations 97%, 93%, 98%, and 86% of the time. During Phase I in the 
resource room, Subjects 2 and 6 had matched evaluations with their tea-
cher at levels comparable to those of other subjects. 
Examination of subject characteristics as they relate to the suc-
cessful use of the self-evaluation program suggest: 1) that the pro-
gram might be most appropriately used for those students whose behav-
ior is not severely deviant, 2) that subjects' regular classroom tea-
chers may also need to provide at least a minimum amount of support 
in implementing the program as intended, and 3) that accuracy of 
self-evaluation may be related to the level of appropriate behavior 
students exhibit. 
In general, the results of this study indicate that Behaviorally/ 
Emotionally Handicapped elementary school students can learn to accu-
rately self-evaluate their own academic performance and classroom behav-
ior in one setting and continue to use that skill in another setting. 
More importantly, the study provides strong evidence that significant 
improvements made and maintained in a short-term resource room treatment 
by teaching students to self-evaluate can be transferred and maintained 
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in students' regular classrooms by implementing a less intense version 
of the self-evaluation procedures in that setting. 
Relationship to Previous Research 
Most previous studies utilizing self-evaluation training have taken 
place in laboratory settings or at least in somewhat "sterile" set-
tings over which the researchers have been able to exert a great deal 
of control. These studies have not dealt with the day-to-day diffi-
culties students experience in managing their own behavior in natural 
settings (Meichenbaum, 1977; Pressley, 1979). The present study took 
place in regular classrooms and still resulted in maintenance of high 
levels of appropriate behavior. 
There are additional differences between the present study and 
the three related studies of which it is a further modification and 
extension (Drabman et al., 1973; Turkewitz et al., 1975; Robertson et 
al., 1979). Both the Drabfllan et al. (1973) and Turkewitz et al. (1975) 
studies took place in after-school classes rather than in classes which 
were a normal part of the subjects' school day and documented only lim-
ited time generalization for decreased disruptive behavior to randomly 
selected 15-minute intervals surrounded by external reinforcement 
periods in the special class setting. The Drabman et al. (1973) 
study did reduce disruptive behavior to low levels and maintained 
low rates of disruptive behavior for 12 days in the experimental set-
ting. However, from baseline to the end of the 5 day period following 
the special program in the Turkewitz et al. (1975) study, only slight 
decreases in disruptive behavior were present in the experimental 
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setting. In the regular classroom, there was no difference between 
the behavior of experimental and control group subjects. The Robert-
son et al. (1979) study did take place in a special classroom where the 
retarded subjects spent their entire school day. Generalization from 
morning to afternoon, on days when the self-evaluation program was not 
in effect, and on days when a substitute teacher was present were 
demonstrated. However generalization to other settings was not exam-
ined. 
The basis of the matching procedure to teach students to self-eval-
uate in the present study was similar to that for the Drabman et al. 
(1973), Turkewitz et al. (1975), and Robertson et al. (1979) studies. 
However, there were other important differences among the studies. In 
the Drabman et al. (1973) and Turkewitz et al. (1975) studies, students 
were asked to self-evaluate their work and behavior with a subjective 
5 point rating scale without specifically being taught how to do so. 
Neither were students provided systematic feedback regarding their self-
evaluations. The Robertson et al. (1979) experiment attributed more 
accurate student matching to the inclusion of a form of systematic feed-
back and the provision of more specific evaluation criteria to students 
for self-evaluation. For each reinforcement interval, a 3 point rating 
scale was used to evaluate behavior. A rating of "good" (3 points) 
represented no disruptive behavior, "okay" (2 points) represented one 
disruptive behavior, and "not good" (l point) represented two or more 
disruptive behaviors. 
The matching system of the present study used a 5 point rating 
scale for behavior and for academic work and included a more exacting 
form of systematic feedback than did previous studies. Additionally, 
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specific evaluation criteria relating to the 5 point scale were taught 
to students, and students were asked why they self-evaluated as they did 
so that teacher feedback on accuracy relating to the rating scale cri-
teria could be given. While the matching percentage for Phase II of the 
present study for the group of subjects was not as high as that reported 
by Robertson et al. (1979), maintenance of high levels of appropriate 
behavior was still present. The research literature suggests that 
accuracy in self-evaluation may not be a critical factor in obtaining 
desired behavior changes and that the experience of using self-eval-
uation in itself may serve a useful function in facilitating the main-
tenance of treatment gains when all intervention has been terminated 
(O'Leary & Dubey, 1979; Rosenbaum & Drabman, 1979). However, results of 
the present study suggest that those students who self-evaluate their 
academic work and classroom behavior more accurately exhibit higher 
levels of appropriate classroom behavior . 
In examining the effectiveness of the present study, it should be 
remembered that the group of subjects who participated in the study were 
not just normal students exper i encing minor classroom difficulties. At 
the time of referral, subjects were experiencing moderate to severe 
problems in their regular classrooms. For all of the students, the 
behavior problems had been of some duration. Numerous interventions had 
already been attempted for four of the six subjects, and some of the 
subjects had been exposed to fairly sophisticated treatments. The 
strength of the present program is reflected by its impact on and main-
tenance of the behavior of the subjects in spite of evidence supporting 
the failure of previous treatments. 
The age of the study subjects is one subject characteristic which 
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warrants consideration. Although the Drabman et al. (1973) study in-
cluded students as young as 7 and the Robertson et al. (1979) study as 
young as 5, other self-control literature has suggested age as an 
important determinant in a student's ability to effectively use self-
control techniques (Keogh & Glover, 1980; Loper, 1980). The present 
study supports the idea that student~ as young as 6 years old can accu-
rately self-evaluate and that the behavior changes for children as 
young as 6 years which come under the control of the self-evaluation 
procedure can be generalized across time and settings and be maintained. 
In the present study, the three youngest subjects (two were 6 years old, 
and one was 7 years old) had the highest average appropriate behavior 
for the generalization and maintenance phase of the study (Phase II) 
of the six study subjects. 
In regard to characteristics other than age, subjects in previous 
self-evaluation studies have not been described in detail sufficient 
to make direct comparisons with the subjects in the present study. In 
the Drabman et al. (1973) and Turkewitz et al. (1975) experiments, how-
ever, subjects were referred from school "adjustment" classes. It is 
likely that the adjustment classes were somewhat similar to the self-
contained classroom of the present study. In the Robertson et al. (1979) 
study, students were more severely handicapped and spent their entire 
school day in a special education classroom for mentally retarded stu-
dents. 
In previous related studies, normative data of peers were not 
collected in the natural setting for comparison purposes, although Turke-
witz et al. (1975) included a control group in their experiment. In the 
present study, when data for subjects were compared with the normative 
data of their randomly selected peers, and once self-control pro-
cedures were implemented in the regular classrooms, subjects' average 
appropriate behavior approximated that of the peers and could thereby 
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be viewed as being of practical importance. Increased behavioral 
changes to a level comparable of peers was generalized not only from one 
time of the day to another (from the hour-long afternoon resource room 
session to the regular classroom hour-long academic work time) but also 
from one setting to another. 
Assigned academic tasks were different for the present study than 
for previous experiments. Students in the Drabman et al. (1973) and 
Turkewitz et al. (1975) studies only worked on reading from Sullivan 
programmed readers. A major problem in the use of the Sullivan program 
was that students cheated by looking at answers instead of actually 
reading the material. No significant differences in academic gains were 
found between experimental and control students in Turkewitz et al. 
(1975). Robertson et al. (1979) did not provide a specific description 
of academic materials used by subjects. Students were said to have car-
ried on their "regular educational activities." 
In the present study, individualized academic materials based on 
students' needs were used. Since the major interest was on classroom 
behavior and only its possible indirect influence on academic work 
(e.g. off-task, out-of-seat, talking out, noncompliance, etc.), 
academic output and gains were not systematically assessed to determine 
pretreatment and posttreatment differences. Assigned tasks were moni-
tored daily for appropriateness and interest. One factor which may have 
aided students in improving their classroon behavior was the interesting 
nature of their assignments. 
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Implications for Teachers 
The program has the potential to meet the needs of both the special 
education teacher and the regular teacher by furnishing the special edu-
cation teacher with a systematic, short-term resource room treatment 
model for promoting behavior gains in students' regular classrooms. In 
the past, there has been little carryover from resource room treatments 
to regular classrooms which have actually resulted in improved behavior 
in students' regular classrooms. 
In the present study, six students of varying characteristics, 
ages, and abilities were treated at the same time for only three hours 
per week. With only three hours per week training for the group, sys-
tematic procedures necessary to the eventual generalization and main-
tenance of behavior could be implemented and carried out by the resource 
teacher and gradually reduced in the resource setting to manageable pro-
portions which could then be taken over by the regular teacher. Once 
treatment was reduced to a level easily managed by the regular teacher who 
might have 25 or 30 other students to teach, the regular teacher could 
then implement the reduced intervention for the subject who was in her 
classroom. 
Teachers who implemented the reduced intervention in their class-
rooms and continued to fade its use reported that the procedures were 
easy to use and did not interfere with their normal classroom routines . 
Since the research literature is replete with evidence that a syste-
matic program of some type is needed initially for behavior change 
maintenance (Keeley et al., 1976; Stokes & Baer, 1977; Workman & 
Hector, 1978) and regular teachers may be unequipped with the 
skills or time to provide a systematic program while carrying on their 
normal classroom instruction, the present program may be one practical 
means of addressing the issues relating to more durable changes in 
behavior. 
Implications for Future Research 
It has been suggested by Borg and Gall (1979) that exploration of 
new, unproven educational techniques should begin with single subject 
designs and that insights derived from single subject data can then be 
tested for generalizability in a group design. They recommend that 
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once the strongest possible treatment has been designed and the condi-
tions under which it is effective or ineffective determined by single 
subject analysis, a group design is then appropriate for providing addi-
tional useful information, since most sources of individual variability 
will have already been explored by means of single case design. 
Since the techniques included in the present study had not yet been 
proven ef fective as combined and utilized for the study, viewing the 
investigation as an initial investigation with this aim in mind was 
appropriate. While replications and modifications using single subject 
designs may be useful for further program refinement, further studies 
analyzed by group designs should also be carried out to address the issue 
of generalizability. 
Replications might include special education treatment settings 
other than resource rooms commonly found in public schools. For exam-
ple, self-contained classrooms for students with various handicapping 
conditions might serve as self-evaluation training (Phase I) settings 
for the program, and additional modifications and extensions of the 
present study might then include junior high and high school students. 
Future studies should also program for and examine generalization and 
maintenance of gains for the entire school day in regular classrooms, 
since gains are generally desired throughout the day. 
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A typical neighborhood school rather than the university labora-
tory school setting of the present study should be used as a means of 
providing a more conducive and realistic atmosphere for effective pro-
gram implementation. It is anticipated that more consistent program 
management would be possible in a regular public school classroom where 
one teacher would be the major program implementer and where numerous 
and varied other school personnel would not be providing instruction on 
a regula r basis. 
Benefits might also be derived from initiating the treatment pro-
gram at the beginning of the school year so that long-term follow-up 
observations of greater length could be made of subjects before the 
school year ended. Additional follow-up is recommended for students in 
the present study and in future experiments for the school years fol-
lowing their program participation. This study only documented rela-
tively short-term effects. 
Examination of the cost-effectiveness of using the present program 
would also be useful. Cost in terms of money, amount of teacher and 
consultant time, and the number of consultant contacts with regular 
classroom teachers in relationship to derived benefits should be deter-
mined. Documentation of teacher-student interaction patterns might also 
be helpful in determining the degree of regular classroom support for the 
program. 
The present study used a subjective measure of academic work in 
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the form of approximate percentages of accuracy and did not measure 
objectively the quantity of work completed. Further research should 
more specifically address students' academic output and academic gains 
during program participation. Objective measurement of actual work com-
pleted would give more detailed information regarding how well and how 
accurately students are working. Whether increases in academic output 
and academic gains can be made during treatment and maintained in 
students' regular classrooms through the use of self-evaluation pro-
cedures would also be of interest as well as a determination of which 
gains might specifically be attributed to the program. 
Characteristics of students such as age, sex, nature and dura-
bility of behavioral or academic difficulties and previous exposure 
to behavior management treatments should be reexamined in additional 
studies to document those students for whom the program is or is not 
appropriate. The use of standardized data collection procedures would 
also make study comparisons more meaningful. 
Summary and Conclusions 
The present study provides support for Walker's (1979) view of 
generalization and maintenance of behavior gains as a two-stage process. 
In stage one, according to Walker, intervention which produced the be-
havior changes must be introduced. In stage two, procedures for pro-
moting generalization and maintenance of the behavior changes over time 
or to other settings must be implemented. In the present study, the 
Phase I resource room training served as stage one for initial behav-
ior changes. When intervention was introduced in the resource room, 
appropriate classroom behavior for all subjects increased dramatically 
in that setting. Appropriate behavior in the regular classrooms con-
tinued at its initial low levels, however. 
It was not until stage two procedures were initiated (Phase II 
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of the study) in subjects' regular classrooms that behavior gains trans-
ferred to those settings. In Phase II, a reduced form of the initial 
resource room intervention was extended into the regular classrooms and 
then gradually faded from use. 
In rejecting the traditional conceptualization of generalization as 
a passive phenomenon, Stokes and Baer (1977) suggest that generalization 
can be claimed when the behavior changes trained in a treatment set-
ting occur outside of the treatment conditions, with either no form of 
the treatment remaini ng or with reduced forms of it still present. Ac-
cording to Stokes and Baer (1977), when some form of the treatment is 
retained, its cost and extent must be clearly less than that of the ori-
ginal treatment for generalization to be claimed. In Phase I (resource 
room treatment) of the present study, procedures were implemented which 
resulted in higher levels of external reinforcement and shorter rein-
forcement intervals than were present in Phase II (extension of train-
ing procedures to the regular classrooms). During Phase I, teacher 
matching of evaluations with student self-evaluations also occurred more 
frequently than during Phase II. 
In the present study, treatment gains generalized from a training 
setting to nontraining conditions through the use of a modified, less 
intense form of the original intervention. While some ex~ratraining 
manipulations were used to promote the transfer of behavior gains to 
the regular classrooms, their cost in terms of teacher time and effort 
were clearly less than that of the initial Phase I intervention . . For 
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four of the six subjects, all extratraining components were eventually 
faded from use. Only two subjects required some form of the original 
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State of Utah Guidelines for Definition of the 
Behaviorally/Emotionally Handicapped 
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A. CATEGORY: Behaviorally Handicapped (See Appendices G and H for proposed 
materials to be considered for future approval.) 
B. DEFINITION: 
Within the educational setting a behaviorally handicapped child is defined 
as a child whose behavior and/or emotional condition as detennined by an 
appropriately constituted child study team is such that he/she cannot be 
adequately or safely educated in the regular class of the public schools 
without the provisions of special education services. 
Behaviorally Handicapped is here used as a generic tenn covering all types 
of emotional difficulties, including the tenns Behavior Disordered, and 
Emotionally Disturbed. 
C. CHARACTERISTICS AND DESCRIPTORS: 
A behaviorally handicapped child is distinguished by the inability or 
difficulty in handling problems, or by ineffective methods of adjusting 
and coping. 
Behaviorally handicapped children tend to resort to irrmature, unrealistic, 
aggressive, acting-out, withdrawal, or avoidance behaviors in trying to 
find solutions. As a result, when this has occurred over~~ period of 
time, such children become unable to function at full capacity either 
physically, emotionally, intellectually or socially. These are the child-
ren who qualify for special education services. 
In general, for education purposes, a behaviorally handicapped child may be 
described as one who persistently* exhibits one or more of the following 
characteristics: 
1. A child whose behavior is so discordant in relationships with others 
and cannot effectively pursue and carry on positive educational or 
social experiences. 
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2. A child whose behavior manifests either an extreme or persistent failure 
to adapt and function intellectually, socially, or emotionally at a leve l 
commensurate with his/her chronological-development age. 
3. A child whose academic achievement may be impaired due to a failure to 
learn when there is no identified learning or intellectual disability 
present. 
For identification purposes only, an emotionally handicapped child may 
persistently or chronically exhi bit some of the follo~ling specific 
characterists or behaviors. It must be understood, however, that it is 
the high frequency -and/or the severe degree, as well as the inappropriate-
ness of the characteristics or behaviors, that become the important factors 
in determining whether or not a child qualifies for special education service 
for the behaviorally handicapped. All children become emotionally upset for 
a short period of time because of some extreme situations, such as a terrify-
ing experience or the death of a loved one. These are understandable re-
actions, but do not qualify a child for special education services. 
*Persistent means of som<• duration, not a reaction to an irranediate situation 
(weeksormonths). 
A child who qualifies will typically exhibit a combination of these be-
haviors rather than any single one. As noted above, such behaviors will 
be handicapping the child to a rather severe degree, and they will be of 
a prolonged nature. 
D. SERVICE OPTIONS AND SEVERITY OF HANDICAPPING CONDITION: 
While it is absolutely necessary to place each student according to the 
Individualized Education Program as written by the Child Study Team, some 
considerations might include: 
1. Moderately to severely behaviorally handicapped students probably 
cannot have their needs met in the regular education setting r,ven 
with resource room help. These students display a range of behaviors 
typical of the following: 
Wants to hurt self or others, displays bizarre language behavior, 
extremely apathetic, phobic, mute, extremely hostile, ritualistic 
and unusual behavior, extremely sensitive, depressed over a period 
of time, extremely fearful in normal situations, extremely over-
dependent, malicious and enjoys it, repetitive head banging, autism, 
involuntary defecation for nonmedical reasons, always sits alone, 
psychosomatic symptoms, severely retarded communications skills.etc. 
2. Mildly to moderately behaviorally handicapped stude nts probably can 
have their needs met in the regular education setting. It should 
be noted here that resource room service may not offer the time and 
appropriate setting to utilize management and counseling techniques 
that are most suitable for mildly to moderately behaviorally handi-
capped students. These students display a range of behavior typical 
of the following: 
Often yells out in class, difficulty with memory, never finishes 
assignments, demands irrmed·iate gratification, fights on the play-
ground, seeks inappropriate attention, impulsive, restless, short 
attention span, temper tantrums, lying, cheating, overly sensitive, 
doesn't participate with class, destructive, etc . 
Intellectually, a primarily behaviorally handicapped child will tend 
to have a near average or above I. Q. ( 75 and up); however, such a 
child may score lower on an individual intelligence test than what 
would be expected from general observation of the child and may 
not demonstrate higher ability at all on group intelligence tests or 
in the regular education setting. On an individual intelligence 
test, most behaviorally handicapped children tend to have an irre-
gular profile, achieving higher scores on some subtests than on 
others. The same kind of a profile is often found for the child's 
academic achievement scores. School achievement may also vary 
according to the degree of severi ty of the handicapping condition: 
average or above grade level for many children; but typically below 





A psycho-social-educati on evaluation is required before a Child Study Team 
may classify a student as behaviorally handicapped. One member of this team, 
in addition to the requir ements for the composition of the Child Study Team 
(see Rule IV, page 2) must be a cert ifi ed school psychologist, a licensed 
psychologist, a licensedpsychiatrist, a certified school counselor, a certi-
fied teacher of the emotionally handicapped, or a certified social worker. 
Also, a person designated in writing by the local superintendent as a psycho-
logical examiner may serve this function.* 
It is rec ommended that at least 18 semester hours of sociology, psychology, 
social work or education psychology be completed in college course work or 
inservice training befor e a person is considered for this designation. The 
actual act of classifying a child as primarily behaviorally handicapped should 
then be made by a Child Study Team, including at least one of those listed 
above who made the psycho-social-education evaluation. Since many handicapped 
children have a secondary or overlying emotional handicap in classifying a 
child as primarily behaviorally handicapped, it will be necessary to determine 
that: 
1. The child i s not primarily learning disabled 
2. The chi 1 d is not primarily mentally retarded 
3. The child i s in such a behavioral condition and cannot be adequately 
or safely educated in the regular class without spec i al services 
provided by special educati on. 
Such an evaluation should includ e , where poss ible : 
1. A social hi story (includ ing family, medical, and education; 
community data, e.g . , courts, clinics, etc., should be 
included when appropriate); 
2. Intellectual asses sment when needed 
3. Emotional-developmental ass essment 
4. Adapt ive behavior (social) assessment 
5. Tests t o scree n for di sc lai mers (L.D., E.M.R., etc .) 
6. Consultati ons with t eachers , parent s , and the child itself 
7. Education al evaluation to determine speci f ic educational strengths 
and needs of the student 
*A local superintendent should not desi gnate anyone as a psychological examiner 
without verifying college course work and/or in-service traini-ng that would 
quali fy such a person. 
F. ASSESSMENT: 
The fo 11 owing list is not a cu1,1prehens i ve or mandatory li s t. It does 
cite a few examples of t he ki nds of instrument s and procedures that 
could be used. Each school district will need to have its own list of 
authorized tests and proc edures to be used within that district for 






Wechsler Int elligence Scal es 
Stanford-8inet Intelligence Test 
Leiter International Performance Scale 
Raven's Progressive Matricies 
Slosson Intelligence Test 
Emotional-Developmental Asses_sment 
Wechsler Intelligence Scales 
Bender-Gestalt Test 
Children's Apperception Test 
Thematic Apperception Test 
Picture Word Test 
Sentence Completion Tests 
Goodenough-Harris Drawing Test 
Minnesota Percepto-Diagnostic Test 
Junior Eysenik Pers onality Inventory 
Self-Concept and Motivation Inventory 




Adaptive Behavior and Social Assessment 
Child Behavior Rating Scale 
Devereaux Child Behavior Rating Scale 
Devereaux Elementary School Behavior Rating Scale 
Devereaux Adolescent Behavior Rating Scale 
Walker Problem Behavior Identification Checklist 
Adaptive Behavior Scales - AAMD 
Camelot Behavioral Checklist 
Vineland Social Maturity 
Classroom, home, playground observations 
Anecdotal rec ords 
Screening for Disclaimers 
See assessment instruments listed under Specific Learning Disabilities 
and Educable Mentally Retarded 
5. Achievement Assessment 
Peabody Individual Achievement Test 
Wide Range Achievement Test 
Durell Analysis of Reading Difficulty 
KeyMath Diagnostic Arithmetic Test 
Spache's Diagnostic Reading Scales 
Woodcock Reading Mastery Test 
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Comprehension Skills Reading Cartoons; Frank Schaeffer Publishing Co., 
Pa 1 os Verdes Peninsula, Ca. , 1977. 
Read Carefully (Reading Comprehension Worksheets); Frank Schaeffer 
Publishing Co., Palos Verdes Peninsula, Ca., 1976. 
Sprint Reading Skills Program; Scholastic Book Services, New York, 1978. 
Strange and Silly Stories (Reading Comprehension); Frank Schaeffer 
Publishing Co., Palos Verdes Peninsula, Ca., 1977. 
The Practice Workbook of Reading (Grade 3); Treasure Books (Division 
of Grossett and Dunlap, Inc.), New York, 1969. 
Math 
Addition Math Mysteries (Level 2) ; Frank Schaeffer Publishing Co., 
Palos Verdes Pen'insula, Ca., 1978. 
Beginning Addition and Subtraction (Grades 1-3); School Zone Publishing 
Co. , Grand Haven, Michigan, 1979. 
Math (Grade 4); School Zone Publishing Co., Grand Haven, Michigan, 1979. 
Number Magic (Books l-2); Trade Division of Charles E. Merrill Publish-
ing Co., Columbus, Ohio, 1979. 
Subtraction Math Mysteries (Level 2); Frank Schaeffer Publishing Co., 
Palos Verdes Peninsula, Ca., 1978. 
Subtraction Math Riddles (Level 2); Frank Schaeffer Publishing Co., 
Palos Verdes Peninsula, Ca., 1978. 
Understanding What You Read (Level l); Frank Schaeffer Publishing Co., 
Palos Verdes Peninsula, Ca., 1977. 
Handwriting 
Peter Possum's Practice Papers for Perfect Pencilmanship; Frank Schaef-
fer Publishing Co., Palos Verdes Peninsula, Ca., 1975. 
Transition to Cursive (Books 1-2); Instructional Fair, Inc., Grand 
Rapids, Michigan, 1976. 
154 
Appendix C 
List of Reinforcers 
List of Reinforcers 
candy bars 
penny candy 
corn and potato chips 
cheese and crackers 
raisins 
peanuts 
pretze 1 s 
cookies 
jaw breakers 
paddle ba 11 s 
matchbox cars 






















SELF-EVALUATION CARD CLASSROOM RULES 
NAME ____ DATE __ I. Sit in your seat unless you hove permission to leove it. 
2 Do what your teacher asks promptly. r 
3. Unless you hove permission to speak, talk only about 
your work. 1 
4. Work when you are supposed to. 
5. Do not bother or hurt others, 
eERIOD I POOR GREAT II 
BEHAVIOR @ (D @ @ @ @ BONUS 
WORK .@ 0 ® @ © ® 
PERIOD 2 POOR GREATII 
BEHAVIOR @ (D @ @ @) @ BONUS 
WORK @ 0 ® @ @ ® 
efRIOD 3 POOR GREATII 
BEHAVIOR @ Q) @ @ @) @ BONUS 
WORK @ (D @ @ @) @ 
PERIOD 4 · POOR GREAT!! 
BEHAVIOR @ (D @, @ @) @) BONUS 
.WORK @(D@@@)@) 
TOTAL FOR DM_ 
Evaluation every __ minutes. 
Front of Card Back of Card 
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Appendix E 
Written Teacher Instructions for 
Phase II Conditions 
Condition 8: Self~Evaluate/30 Minutes 
For __________ _ 
On _________ ___ _ _ _____________ _ is scheduled 
to begin using the self-evaluation card he has been using in his afternoon tra1nin~ 
class in your classroo m frcm _______ to ________ each day. 
While the procedures involved will be reviewed in person with you before that 
time, a brief description of what will take place is included below. 
Basical ly, you will be asking the student to rate his academic work and behavior 
every 30 minutes--at ______ and again at ______ according to the 
same 0-5 rating scale he has been taught to use in his afternoon training class. You 
will be asked to provide the student with praise and feedback for accurate self-evalu-
ations. 
More specifically: 
1) At ______ , when you give ______ his beige self-evaluation 
card for that day, say sorrething like, "It's time to begin using your card. 
Today you will mark it at ______ and again at ______ . Try 
to remember all the rules." (Rules are printed on the reverse side of the 
card.) 
2) Praise the student often for appropriate working and behavior during each 
half hour period. 
3) At ______ and ______ say something like, "It's time to 
mark your card. Try to remember how well you have worked and fol lo~1ed the 
rules during this period." 
4) Then, independently rate the student's work and behavior on your correspond-
ing white card for that day. 
5} When all ratings for the day have been completed, ask the student what he 
gave himself and~- Then tell him what you would have given him and~-
Praise him for accuracy in self-evaluating. 
6} Periodically, (for 1 rating period every 2 or 3 days), match cards with the 
student. That is, show him what you actually gave him for that period and 
tell him~- If he matches you exactly, he receives a bonus point (he can 
receive 1 bonus point for work and 1 for behavior during these "official 
matches." If he is within 1 point either higher or lower than your rating, 
he can keep the number of points he gave himself. If he is more than 1 
point higher or lower than your ratin9, he loses all points for that inter-
val for that rating. 
7) Right after the student has finished eating lunch, he should brin~ his beige 
card to the afternoon training classroom (reading lab room) so his point s can 
be recorded and exchanged. 
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Condition 9: · Self-Evaluate/60 Minutes 
For ------------------
Beginning ------------- wi 11 ---------
be evaluating himself for 60 minutes, rather than for 30 on his self-
evaluation card. Thus, h~ will be rating his work and behavior only 
once during the hour he is using his card. 
You should continue to praise him frequently for working and be-
having appropriately. At the end of the 60 minutes, after he has rated 
himself and you have rated him independently, ask him what he gave 
himself and why. Tell him what you would have given him and~-
Praise him for accurate self-evaluation. At this point, however, you 
will officially 11match11 evaluations with him only every 3 days or so. 
The only ti mes that bonus points can be earned are when you officially 
11match. 11 Do not inform the student ahead of time when you will be 
officially "matching." 
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Condition 10~ · Points Exchang~/VR 2 Days 
For 
Beginning -------------- wi li 
continue to rate his work and behavior every 60 minutes for the same 
hour of the day as he has been doing. However, he will now be allowed 
to keep and exchange his earned points on an average of only every two 
days. Days on which _______ can keep and exchange his points 
have been randomly selected and noted at the bottom of the teacher's 
white rating card for that day. While the student should be informed 
ahead of time that he will now be allowed to keep and exchange his 
points on an average of every two days, he should not know before each 
day's ratings are completed whether he will be allowed to exchange 
points on that day. 
Verbal praise and feedback for the student's accuracy of self-
evaluation should continue with daily ratings. A periodic "official" 
match with the teacher, where bonus points may be earned by the student 
about once each week should also be continued. 
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· C6ndition 11: No Points Exchange 
For ------------------
Beginning --------------
will be asked to continue to self-ev~luate his academic work and be-
havior on his self-evaluation card but should be told that he will no 
longer be able to trade in his points. He should also be told that he 
has been working and behaving so well that he no longer needs points to 
help him. 
Your praise and feedback for accurate ratings should continue, as 
wel I as praise for good work and behavior. 
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Condition 12: Self-Evaluate Verbally/60 Minutes 
For ------------------
Beginning -------------- wi l1 ---------
discontinue marking self-evaluation ratings on his self-evaluation card. 
However, you should now ask him to verbally rate his academic work and 
behavior on the same five point scale he has been using at the end of 
the designated 60 minute period to ). ------- -------
You might say something at the beginning of the designated hour 
each day like, 11We won;t be using your seif-evaiuation card any more. 
However, at the end of the hour I want you to tell me what ratings you 
would have given yourself for work and behavior, and I will tell you 
what ratings I would have given you if you had been using the card. Try 
to remember all the rules. 11 (You may need to review the rules with the 
student periodically.j 
You should continue to give praise for good work and behavior and 
give praise and feedback for accuracy of the student ' s ratings . 
Please continue to privately record your rating of the student;s 
work and behavior daily on the provided white card, by filling in the 
appropriate dot complete ·ly (i.e.,Q ). Indicate what the student 
verbally rated his work and behavior with an X over the appropriate dot 
(i.e., /{8)_ ). 
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Condition 13: Self~Evaluate Verbally/VR 2 Days 
for 
Beginning --------------
will continue to rate his work and behavior verbally every 60 minutes 
for the same hour of the day as he has been doing. However, he will 
foll0\'1 this procedure on an average of only every two days. 
The student should be told (and reminded daily at the beginning 
of the customary rating period), "Some days I wiil be asking you to 
te11 me how you would have rated your work and behavior if you had 
been usi ng your self-evaluation card, and some days I won't ask. You 
won't know unti 1 whether I am going to ask you to tell -------
me your ratings or not. 
Days on which verbal self-evaluations should be carried out and 
those on which they should not are indicated at the bottom of the tea-
cher's daily white self-evaluation card. 
Please continue to privately record your rating of the student's 
work and behavior dai l y on the provided white card, by filling in the 
appropriate dot completely (i.e., Q ). Indicate what the student 
verbally what the student verbally rated his work and behavior on the 
day he verbally self-evaluates by marking an X over the appropriate 
dot (i.e.,;&, ) . 
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Condition 14: No Verbal Self-Evaluation 
For 
Beginning ______________ , you should discontinue 
asking _________ to verbally self-evaluate his work and be-
havior between _______ and_______ However, the bene-
fits and possible outcomes of continued internal self-evaluation should 
be discussed with the student, and he should be encouraged to continue 
self-evaluating his work and behavior on his own. 
For example, the student can be encouraged to say to himself, 11 ! 
followed ail of the classroom ruies during this hour. i worked the 
entire time and did an excel lent job on my reading assignment. I 
would give myself a 1 5' for behavior and a 1 5 1 for my \'lork. I am proud 
of myself. 11 
You will still receive white, teacher self-evaluation forms to use 
daily for the duration of the program. On this form, you as the teacher, 
should continue to rate the student's work and behavior from -----
to , using the same O to 5 rating scale ---- ---------
you have been using all along. 
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Appendix F 
Behavior Observation Form 
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Behavior Observation Form 
Student Observer ------------ ------------
Teacher _______ Activity ________ Setting _____ _ 
Structure: Group ___ Individual ____ Transition __ _ 
Time Start: ____ ·Pro-gram·conditions 
Time Stop: ____ Baseline: · 
Total Time: ____ Other: (specify) ____________ _ 
Coding: D = disruptive-negative behavior 
I= other inappropriate behavior 




Calculate percent behavior for: 
D total number of D intervals) X 100 = tota number ot intervals 
{ total 
total 
number of I intervals} 
number of intervals X 100 = 
A {total number of A intervals} X 100 = total number of intervals 
Notes: 
5 I 
· Appendix G 
Tables Listing Inappropriate Behavior Percentages for 
Individual Subjects, the Group of Subjects and Randomly 























Mean Percentage of Inappropriate Behavior for the 
Group of Subiects Durina Phase I 
Phase I Conditions 
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Mean Percentage and Session Percentage Ranges of Inappropriate 
Behavior for Subject l During Phase I
Phase I Conditions 
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aParentheses indicate session percentage ranges by conditions and across conditions for Phase I. 
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Tab le t4 
~lean Percentage and Session Percentage Ranges of Inappropriate 
. Behavior for Subject 2 During Phase I
Phase I Conditions 
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Mean Percentage and··~ession Percentage Ranges of Inappropriate 
Behavior for Subject 3 During Phase I 
Phase I Conditions 
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Mean Percentage and Ses~ion Percentage Ranges of Inappropriate 
Behavior for Subject 4 During Phase I
Phase I Conditions 
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Mean Percentage and Session Percentage fanges of Inappropriate 
Behavioi for Subject 5 During Phase I · 
Phase I Conditions 
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Mean Percentage and Session Percentage Ranges of Inappropriate 
Behavior for Subject 6 During Phase I
Phase I Conditions 
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Mean Percent~gi of Inapprgpriate Behavior for the 
· · Group of Subjects During Phase II 
Phase II Conditions 
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aPercentage figure includes Subject 6, who did not ~et study criteria in condition 8 and was returned 
to an earlier condition. Figures for conditions 9-14 do not include Subject 6. 
bPercentage figure includes Subject 2, who did not meet study criteria in condition 13 and was returned 
to an earlier condition. Subject 2 is not included in the condition 14 figure. 
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aParentheses indicate session percentage ranges by conditions and across conditions for Phase II. 
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Cl ass room 
Table 32 
Mean Percentage and Session Percentage Ranges of Inappropriate 
Behavior for Subject 3 During Phase II 
Phase II Conditions 
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aParentheses indicate session percentage ranges by conditions and across conditions for Phase II. 
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Table 33 
Mean Percentage and Session Percentaqe Ranqes of Inappropriate 
Behavior for Subject 4 During Phase II 
Phase II Conditions 
..J ,..J ..J -' I):) lO 0 ..J fl\) w 
I 
WUl 0) (/) <--a 2 0)(/) <Ul 0 (D 0 (D ;o 0 0 0 (D ;o (i) 
...J ...J .J, ...J ...J 
3 -ti ~-ti NJ '1J ~ -ti N -ti ..,, I ..J, I rt 0 ..,, I I :::l 111 :::l 111 0 Vl ..J, :::l 111 0 111 
C < C < OJ :::l C < 0, < rt OJ rt OJ ~ 111 rt rt(!) l( 0, (D ..J (t) ...J Vl X Vl (D ...J Vl ...J 
(/l C: (I) C () (/l c:: C: (lJ OJ ::r Cl) 0, rt rt OJ rt rt (1) ro J (D (0 
" " (D ro < < 




-J • ..J 
(< l( 
" " 











































Cl ass room 
Table 34 
Mean Percentaqe aod.Session Percentaqe Ranqes of Inappropriate 
Behavior for Subject 5 During Phase II 
Phase II Conditions 
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Mean Percentage and Session Percentaqe Ranges of Inappropriate 
Behavior for Subject 6 During Phase II 
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Appendix H 
Program Satisfaction Questions for Teacher, 
Student, and Parent Social Validation 
184 
Teacher Evaluation of Self-Control 
Training Program 
185 
The following questions are designed to assess teachers' satis-
faction with the Self-Control Training Program in which their stu-
dents have participated during this school year. Please read each 
item, evaluate it carefully, and rate the item by checking the number 
indicative of your opinion. Your assistance in providing feedback 
for improving the program is greatly appreciated. 
1. In general, how would you rate your satisfaction with the self-







2. How successful would you rate the program in improving the 
student ' s 








b. behavior at times of the day other than when he 







c. academic performance during the hour of the day 
he used his self-evaluation card? 
-1- -2- -3- -4- -5-
Low Ave. High 
ct. academic performance at times of the day other 







3. How would you rate the usefulness of verbal instructions and 
feedback given you in regard to implementing the program 
correctly? 
-1- -2- -3- 4 -5-
Low Ave. High 
4. How would you rate the usefulness of written instructions given 
you in regard to implementing the program correctly? 
T -2- -3- T -5-
Low Ave. High 
5. How would you rate the usefulness of self-control training for 







6. How would you evaluate the day-to-day work load expected of you 








7. How cumbersome would you rate the procedures you were expected 







8. How would you rate the student's satisfaction or enjoyment 
of the self-control training program 
a. when he was participating in the hour long 
















9. How would you rate the pressure of tension experienced by the 
student at any time during the program's implementation, due 







10. How would you rate the pressure or tension experienced by you 








11. What is the likelihood that you would refer students to this 







12. To what extent have you received feedback from parents about 
the program? 
T -2- -3- -4- -s-
low Ave. High 







14. How would you evaluate your interactions with the data takers 
in your classroom? 
-,- -2- -3- -4- -5-
Low Ave. High 
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15. How would you rate your interactions with the program director? 
-1-
Low 




16. What did you like most about the program? 
17. What did you like least about the program? 
18. The program could be improved/made more practical by: 
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Teacher Grade ----------------- ---------
l. Do you think using the self-evaluation cards helped 
you work and behave better 
a. in the special class? 
b. in the regular class? 
2. Did you like earning points in the program? 
3. Did earning points help you work and behave better 
a. in the special class? 
b. in the regular class? 
4. If yes, did you stil l work and behave better after 











5. Do you like earning treats and toys with points? YES NO 
6. Did you like coming to the special class? 
Explain. 
7. Would you want to come to the special class 
again? 
8. Since you've learned to evaluate your own work 
and behavior, does your regular teacher say nicer 












9. Would you rather not use the self-evaluation cards 
a. in the special class? YES NO 
b. in the regular cl ass? YES NO 
l O. Do you think the classroom rules helped you work 
and behave better 
a. in the special class? YES NO 
b. in the regular class? YES NO 
11. Do you ever rate your \'/Ork and behavior to yourself, 
even when you're not using a self-evaluation card? YES NO 
12. Does using a self-evaluation card make you nervous 
a. in the special class? YES NO 
b. in the regular class? YES NO 





Address Phone ----------------- --------
The following questions are designed to assess parents• satis-
faction with the Self-Control Training Program in which their child 
has participated during this school year. Please read each item 
evaluate it carefully, and rate the item by checking the number in-
dicative of your opinion. Your cooperation in returning this form 
in the enclosed envelope as soon as possible would be appreciated. 
1. In general, how would you rate your level of satisfaction with 
the self-control training program in which your child partici-
pated (January-May)? 
-,- 2 -3- -4- 5-
Low Ave. High 
2. How successful do you think the program was in improving your 
child? 
a. academic performance? 
-1- -2-
Low 











3. How would you rate your child 1 s satisfaction with his partici-
pation in the program? 
.-1- -2- -3- -4- -s-
low Ave. High 
4. What is the likelihood that you would want your child enrolled 
in this program again if he were experiencing similar diffi-







5. How would you rate the tension or pressure exprienced by 
your child during any part of the program (due to program 
participation)? 
-i- -2- -3- 4 -s-
low Ave. High 
----------------------------
6. What have you liked most about the program? 
7. What have you liked least about the program? 
8. Suggestions for improving the program: 
192 
Appendix I 
Comments Made by Teachers, Students and 




Question: What kinds of feelings has the student expressed regarding 
his participation in the program? 
"The boys were excited about earning candy." 
"Willing to do his very best." 
''He was glad for the afternoon sessions and the rewards. 
He was reluctant to use the card in the classroom." 
"He enjoyed the one-on-one help but felt some embarrass-
ment with the cards and data takers." 
"Made more of a conscientious effort." 
"Delighted to have an escape from class." 
Question: What did you like most about the program? 
"The se1f-evaluation aspect. It's refreshing to have a 
student share in the judgment of behavior." 
"I liked the kids evaluating their performance and seeing 
if it was the same as an adult who was working with them. 11 
"The help in moving the student toward more independent, 
self-motivated work and learning." 
"Improved negative behavior. Gave direct step-by-step 
procedures for improving behavior." 
"Very easy to use. Does not take time away from other 
things." 
Question: What did you like least about the program? 
11! would prob.ably need some more training to be very 
effective. 11 
"Extra bodies in the classroom. Hard to keep up with 
everything else in the program." 
"I don't know what you did outside the classroom, but the 
student flaunted it as a play time. Maybe that was a 
'cover-up'?" 
"Using edible reinforcers." 
Question: The program could be improved/made more practical by: 
"For this student I felt the program moved too fast, 
expecting intrinsic discipline when the data showed 
otherwise." 
"Generally we don't have library in the middle of that 
period except once or twice a year. I might have 
avoided that if I'd known further in advance what was 
coming up." 
"More diverse reinforcers" 
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Student Comments 
Question: Did you like coming to the special class? Explain. 
"It was a chance to get out of class, and it was 
fun. There were only one or two times I didn't 
like--that was when we were doing something fun 
in my other class." 
'' I liked to read the books. 11 
"Sometimes it was bori ng--you can't chew gum. 11 
"I liked the kinds of things we did. 11 




Question: What kinds of feelings has your child expressed regarding 
his participation in the program? 
11He has to follow the rules. He's excited about himself 
and the things he can do. 11 
11liked the teacher" 
"liked the work in the classroom 11 
Question: What have you liked most about the program? 
"The change in the classroom teacher's attitude toward 
my son." 
11! have noticed better behavior and temper control. Much 
imp roved. 11 
Question: What have you liked least about the program? 
(No responses) 
Question: Suggestions for improving the program--
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Project Associate, "A Project to Train Local Educational Representatives to Serve on IEP Devel-
opment teams "; Dept. of Special Education , Utah State University, USOE/BEH Grant. 
Responsibilities included assisting projec t director with planning and conducting the train-
Ing project, providing technical assistance to project participants, developing and wr iting 
materials for distribution to participants, developing slide/sound presentations, conducting 
workshops and evaluating the project . (1979-present) 
Instructor, IEP lnservlce training for special education teachers; Cache County School District , 
Logan, Utah . lnservice consisted of conducting classes on assessment and diagnosis of 
handicapped students, providing Information relevant to developing and Implementing ap-
propriate IEPs for handicapped students based on aassessment data, and follow-up 
assistance and supervision in participating teacher's own classrooms . (1979-1980) 
Behavior Speclallst, self-contained classroom for emotionally handicapped students ; Edit h 
Bowen Laboratory School , Utah State University, Logan , Utah . Responslbilltles Included 
development and Implementation of generalization and maintenance procedures for 
Behaviorally/Emotionally Handicapped students in a self -contained, elementary classroom 
as they were mainstreamed into regular classrooms . (Fall, 1979) 
Teacher, autistic preschool unit; Qhlldren 's Behavioral Therapy Unit, Salt Lake City, Utah. In-
volved conducting Individual discrete trial and group learning sessions, Including spoken 
and signed language, personal information , cooperative play, and dressing, eating and other 
self-help skills. (Summer , 1979) 
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PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
Teacher, self-contained classroom for behaviorally handicapped students; Rose Park Elemen-
tary School , Salt Lake City School District, Salt lake City, Utah. Duties Included full respon-
sibility for educating ten severely behaviorally handicapped students, ages 8 to 12, In all 
academic areas and social skills. (1978-1979) 
Instructional Developer, Dept. of Special Education, Utah State University, Logan, Utah . Re-
sponsibilities Included developing programmed, self-paced Instructional materials to teach 
educators the proper use and administration of various tests for diagnosing handicapped 
children. Videotape demonstrations were also scripted and filmed to accompany written 
materials . (Summer, 1978) 
Interdisciplinary Team Internship (Dean's Grant Project); University of Utah/Jordan School 
District, Salt lake City, Utah. Included participation w11n omer graouate students and facul-
ty members from five departments In the College of Education at the University of Utah and 
professionals In the Jordan School District, Salt lake City, Utah, In developing guidelines for 
the roles and responsibilities of various Interdisciplinary team members In Identifying and 
programming for handicapped students. Actual teaming among project participants took 
place In elementary and secondary schools In the Jordan School District. 
PRESENTATIONS 
"Focus on Interdisciplinary Team Effectiveness", Annual International Convention of the Coun-
cil for Exceptional Children . Dallas, Texas, 1979 . 
WORKSHOP$ 
"Time Management" and "Getting the Most MIieage Out of Your Special Education Program", 
Utah Elementary Prlnclpal's Workshop . Utah State University, 1980. 
"The Prlnclpal's Role In the Development and Implementation of IEP's" . Northeast Service 
Center (Roosevelt and Park City , Utah, 1980); Box Elder School District (Brigham City, Utah , 
1980). 
" The Reconstituted Family" . University of Utah, Salt lake City, Utah, 1978. 
COURSES TAUGHT 
Title and Number 
Education of Emotionally 
Disturbed Children 
(Special Education 622) 
Assessment of learning 
and Behavior Problems 
(Special Education 545) 
Education of Exceptional 
Children 
(Special Education 301) 
PUBLICATIONS 
oe·pt. Of Special Education 
Utah State University 
Utah State Univers ity 
Extension Division 
Idaho Falls, Idaho 







Rhode , G., Leininger, J . M., Egan, M. W., & Blum , H. Teaming effectiveness: A multidisciplinary 
view. Teacher Education in Special Education, Spring, 1981. Article accepted for publica-
tion . 
Rhode, G. & Morgan, D. M. Mainstreaming: Tips for the principal. In Individualized Education 
Programs: A Handbook for the School Principal . Department of Special Education, Utah 
State University, Logan, Utah, 1980. 
Rhode, G. & Morgan, D. M. The princlpal's role in the development and implementation of IEPs. In 
Individualized Education Programs : A Handbook for the School Principal. Department of 
Special Education , Utah State University, Logan, Utah, 1980. 
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Morgan, D. M. & Rhode, G. Teacher's attitudes toward IEPs: A two-year follow-up . Article sub-
mitted for publication. 
Landau, E. 0., Egan, M. W., & Rhode, G. The reconstituted family. Family Perspective, 1978, 12, 
65-77. 
Egan, M. W., Landau, E. 0., & Rhode , G. The ex-spouse and the reconstituted family. Family Per-
spective, 1979, 13, 69-81. 
CERTIFICATIONS 
State of Utah Basic Professional Certificate 
Endorsements 
Behaviorally/Emotionally Handicapped (K-12) 
Learning Disabled (K-12) 




Generalization and Maintenance ol Treatment Elfects--particularly for students with low rates of 
academic "survival skills" and Behaviorally/Emotionally Handicapped students as they are 
returned to regular classrooms after receiving some form of special education intervention 
either In self -contained or resource settings . 
Self-Control Tralnlng--as a means of enhancing children's acaderT]iC " survival skills" and social 
behavior and for obtaining generalization and maintenance of Improvements . 
lnservlce and Preservlce Teacher Tralnlng--to provide relevant, practical , well-developed (i.e. 
validated) and well-delivered training to future and current regular and special educators . 
Development and Implementation ol Quallty IEPs--use of an IEP not only as an administrative 
device but as an effectively developed and utilized instructional " best practice" procedure 
as well. 
Quallty Assessment of Handicapped Chlldren--in regard to the technical adequacy of tests utiliz-
ed to assess handicapped students, the appropriateness of such tests for the students to 
whom they are given, and the appropriateness of the purposes to which these tests are put. 
Grant Wrltlng--partlcularly In the areas described In this section , to obtain funds for generating 
and disseminating needed information, materials, and programs. 
Program Analysis and Evaluatlon--as a means of accountability for and feedback to program im-
plementors regarding needed changes In the development of new educational programs and 
the use of current ones . 
Secondary Educatlon--lncreaslng and providing appropriate educational programs for Behavior-
ally/Emotionally Handicapped and Learning Disabled secondary students in terms of soc ial 
and academic skills . 
Teaching Social Skllls--development and dissemination of validated programs for teaching social 
skills to handicapped children and youth. 
GRANTS SUBMITTED 
"Generalization and Maintenance of Treatment Gains of Behaviorally/Emotionally Handicapped 
Students in Their Regular Classrooms Using Self-Control Procedures ". Submitted to Education 
Department/Office of Special Education (student Initiated research) , October, 1980. Grant approv-
ed but not funded . 
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